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THE EQUITY AND LAW LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY, . 


1 LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 





Chairman—JOHN M. CLABON, Esa. 
Deputy-Chairman—Ricut Hon. GEORGE DENMAN. 





Every description of Assurances upon Lives granted. 

The Policies can be made Whole-world and Unconditional. 

The most stringent Tables have been used in Valuing the Society’s 
Liabilities, and most ample Reserve made. WNine-tentks of the 


Profits are divided among the Assured. 
PREMIUM INCOME - - - £292,033. 
FUNDS EXCEED - -- ~- £2,980,963. 


In 1895, £293,195 was Divided among Policy-holders. 
Actuary and Secretary—A. F. BURRIDGE. 


HOTELS. 





MIDLAND RAILWAY 


LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND - St. Pancras Station, N.W. 
( Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 

and Law Courts, &c. ’ Buses to all parts every minute. Close to 
King’s Cross Metropolitan Railway Station. The New Venetian 
Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration 
Meetings, &c.) 

LIVERPOOL ~ ADELPHI - Close to Central (Midland) Station. 

BRADFORD - MIDLAND ~ Excellent Restaurant. 

LEEDS - ~ QUEEN’S ~ In Centre of Town. 

DERBY - ~ MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire 

MORECAMBE - MIDLAND - Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 


Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic Address ** Midotel.” 


WILLIAM TOWLE, 





2a iy t Midland Railway Hotels. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITU!E OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 





FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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FREE, 
SIMPLE, 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


TuERE WAs a meeting on the 21st inst. of the sub-committee 
of the Rule Committee who are in charge of the revision of the 
Rules of Court. Lords Justices Linpiey and Kay, who consti- 
tute the present acting sub-committee, were attended by Mr. 
Snow, Mr. Witts, and Mr. F. A. Srrincer, the draftsmen of 
the revised rules. 





WE print elsewhere a new rule under the Companies ( Wind- 
ing-up) Act, 1890, to the draft of which we have previously 
called attention. By rule 173 of the Rules of 1890 every person 
for the time being on the list of contributories of the company, 
and every person whose proof has been admitted, is at liberty 
at his own expense to attend proceedings, but he attends at the 
risk of being ordered to pay any additional costs for which his 
attendance is responsible. The new rule provides that no 
creditor or contributory shall attend in chambers 
until he has entered in a book to be kept by the a er ag 
that purpose his name and address, and the name and address 
of his solicitor (if any). 





On THE 21st inst., in a case of Re Richmond Collotype Printing 
Co. (Limited), Mr. Justice Vavenan Wrttrams referred to th 
practice of alleging iu petitions that investigation into the con- 
duct of officers of the company was required. He said that, 
after the recent decision of the House of Lordsin Er parte 
Barnes (Weekly Notes, 1896, p. 26), that allegation, if ved, 
was no longer a ground for making a compulsory winding-up 
order, because the effect of the decision to was that 
official receivers would very seldom make the further report 
under section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
which was required before an order could be e for public 
examination. 








The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY (Lord Chancellor of England). | 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

The Right Hon, Sir JAMES PARKER DEANR, Q.0., D.O.L. 
FREDERIOK JOHN BLAKE, Eeq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Eaq. 
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Tir DALLY papers informed us not long ago of an archidiaconal 
charge which was so | that it could not be 

delivered, but had to be sent in print to the clergy. But was 
there ever, before the last day of the recent sittings, a judgment 
only partially delivered? We understand that a learned judge 
set out on that day on the laborious task of delivering what is 
known as an “ exhaustive” judgment, and made some os 
with the preliminary part of the di but before he could 
roach the point which decided the rights of the parties, he found 
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it necessary, from lack of time, to postpone the remainder of the 
disquisition until the next sittings, leaving his auditors in 
ignorance of what the effect may be of the judgment when it 
reaches its conclusion. There is a good deal to be said in favour 
of the American system of filing judgments instead of reading 
them. The adoption of that system would result in much saving 
of time, and, as one or two learned judges have recently taken 
to delivering their decisions in an inaudible mumble, would 
save much trouble to reporters. 





A CORRESPONDENT raises a point as to which discussions are 
frequent in practice. According to Lord Expon (Goodson v. 
Ellison, 3 Russ., at p. 594), “‘a trustee can be called on to 
convey only by the words and descriptions by which the convey- 
ance was made to him. In this respect he is like a mortgagee.” 
This was laid down in 1826, subsequently to the issue of Preston 
on Abstracts, to a remark in which our correspondent refers. 
We are not aware of any subsequent decision on the question, 
and we imagine that Lord Expon’s rule must be taken to be 
still theoretically in force. But in practice we think it is usual 
for a mortgagee, where the parcels in a mortgage are antiquated 
and a purchaser or transferee requires to have a modern 
description, to consent to the insertion of such modern descrip- 
tion, subject to its being verified by the mortgagee’s surveyor 
at the cost of the purchaser or transferee. 


A very singular case with respect to the liability of law 
agents came before the House of Lords recently in the Scotch 
— of Blair v. The Assets Co. The case arose out of the 

ilure of the City of Glasgow Bank. One of the contributories 
to the bank was the late Rev. J. R. Campserr. He held £200 
stock, and became liable to the extent of £5,500. Upon his 
marriage a settlement had been made of his wife’s property, 
and in the body of the settlement his jus mariti was entirely 
excluded. But by the attestation clause, which by Scotch law 
is a necessary part of every deed, it was declared that the 
exclusion should only extend to principal and not to income, 
Mr. Campsert bejng entitled to receive the latter, which 
amounted to £315 a year. With a view to making a com- 
promise with the liquidators of the bank, Mr. Campsexi. proposed 
to hana over to them the whole of his property, and in the 
statement he furnished he specified the annual value of his 
wife’s separate estate and produced the marriage settlement. 
The law agents who were asked to advise in the proposed com- 
promise took the view that the proviso in the attestation clause 
was inefiectual, and that Mr. Camrzett had no interest in the 

income, and ultimately the liquidators relieved him on 
yment of £1,250. The Assets Co. are now in the place of the 
iquidators of the bank, and upon this omission to include in 
the husband’s property the value of the income of the wife’s 
estate they have founded a charge of negligence against the 
law agents. Such a thing as introducing a proviso into the 
attestation clause is of course unknown in England, but in Scot- 
iand it seems formerly to have been a plausible opinion that the 
a of the body of the deed might thereby be controlled. 
this was by no means certain, and it is not easy to see how 
the course taken by the liquidators in ignoring the attestation 
clause, instead of embarking on litigation in order to uphold it, 
could in any case be treated as negligence so gross as to make 
them liable in damages. In fact, however, it has been decided 
by the Scotch courts that a proviso in the attestation clause 
eannot be taken to control the o tion of the deed itself, and 
hence the view of the law taken by the liquidators was correct. 
It is not surprising that the House of Lords decided in favour of 
the law agents, and that the Lord Chancellor characterized the 
attempt to make them liable as an absurdity. 





Wares txz Lord Chancellor last February received a deputa- 
tion on the subject of continuous sittings of the High Court in 
Lancashire RE. asked to be supplied with information and 
statistica ing the working of the existing assize system in 
the county and the necessity for the proposed changes. We 
have rece.ved 2 copy of the statement which, in compliance with 





this request, has been submitted to him. Undoubtedly the 
statistics shew that the work of the assizes is carried on under 
circumstances of great inconvenience. The beginning and the 
end of each assize are fixed without any regard to the actual 
requirements of business, and in the hurry to get through the 
list the courts quite abandon regularity in the daily sittings, 
It is a frequent matter, it seems, for the judges to sit till seven 
or later; and at the recent winter assizes at Carlisle one of them 
is said to have sat till 10.40 p.m. These facts shew laudable 
zeal on the part of the Bench, but they mean great trouble and 
inconvenience not only to the P gnome actually engaged, but to 
others whose engagements for the next day depend on a cause 
list which cannot be issued till a late hour in the evening, 
Assuming that the assize judges sit only for the length 
of time customary in London, it is calculated that the 
present civil business for Manchester and Liverpool, taking 
the year 1894 as a standard, would occupy 171 days. It is 
proposed also, in connection with continuous sittings, to allow 
the trial in Lancashire of probate, divorce, and admiralty 
actions, and to facilitate the local hearing of chancery actions 
and interlocutory applications. The additional business, it is 
estimated, would make up the total number of days occupied to 
243, which is in excess of the number of days in the legal year, 
But the mere fact that Lancashire could provide one judge sitting 
continuously with enough work is not conclusive of the matter. 
It is not every judge who is competent to deal indiscriminately 


with all this variety of work, and though Lancashire may be 


entitled to special treatment in the trial of admiralty actions, 
yet any arrangement for a local probate and divorce court would 
be viewed with jealousy elsewhere. The arrangements for 
carrying on business at each assize appear to be defective; but 
it is not shewn that in the course of the year there is any 
greater delay than in London in the actual trial of actions. We 
imagine that if assize judges, instead of sitting till all hours of 
the evening, would give their attention to the proper arrange- 
ment of business, a large part of the inconvenience of which 
Lancashire complains might be avoided. At present Yorkshire 
chooses to remain silent; but how will it be when one county 
has secured a judge in permanent session, and the other has 
still to be content with assizes ? 





—_—— 


THE Question what is a matter of ‘‘ practice and procedure” 
within the meaning of section 1 (4) of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, has been on several occasions 
considered by the courts. The enactment referred to is that “in 
matters of practice and procedure every appeal from a judge 
shall be to the Court of Appeal.” It is, of course, of vital im- 
portance that appellants should know to what tribunal they 
should present their case, and it will be well that the decisions 
as to what cases fall within this rule should be borne in mind. 
In Re Oddy (43 W. RB. 363; 1895, 1 Q. B. 392) the Court of 
Appeal held that a summons for review of taxation taken out 
before a judge in chambers, by way of appeal from the taxing 
master, is a matter of “‘ practice and procedure” within the Act, 
and that consequently an appeal from the judge lies to the Court 
of Appeal, and not to the Divisional Court. A similar view was 
taken by a divisional court as to an appeal from the refusal of 
the judge to grant an interim injunction until trial of the action 
in McHarg v. Universal Stock Exchange (48 W. R. 464; 1895, 2 
Q. B. 81), and as to an appeal from an order giving leave to 
revoke the appointment of an arbitrator in the recent case of 
an Arbitration between the Portland Urban District Council and 
Tilley (ante, p. 516). Again, an order of a judge refusing to 
appoint a receiver is within the rule (Hood Barrs v. Cathcart, \1 
Times L. R. 262), and a summons for leave to issue execution is 
probably so ( Wilson v. Parker, 39 Soxactrors’ Journ, 180). 
Black v. Dawson (438 W. BR. 435; 1895, TQ. B. 848) the Court 
of Appeal laid down the rule that when an ¢z parte application 
for leave to serve a writ of summons out of 'the jurisdiction has 
been granted by a judge in chambers, the proper course for 4 
det t who desires to set aside that order is to take out @ 
summons before the judge at chambers to set aside the order 
and the service, and that an appeal lies from the decision u 
that summons to the Court of Appeal if leave be obtained. 
old practice, often adopted by the judge at chambers, of 
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referring questions of practice and procedure to the court with- 
out giving any decision, can no longer be adopted; the judge 
must either make the order or refuse it, and he cannot refer it 
either to the Divisional Court or to the Court of Appeal (Hood 
Barrs v. Catheart, 43 W. R. 309; 1895, 1 Q. B. 597n). As to 
decisions of a judge in chambers in the Chancery Division, it 
was held by Kexewrcn, J., in Boake v. Stevenson (43 W. R. 189; 
1895, 1 Ch. 358) that the Act of 1894 does not affect the right 
to move to discharge the order in chambers, or to have the 
matter adjourned into court, or to go to the Court of Appeal on 
the certificate of the judge. In McHarg v. Universal Stock 
Exchange (ubi supra) the meaning of sub-section (5) of section 1 
was discussed ; it provides that ‘‘in all cases where there is a 
right of — to the High Court from any court ell gece the 
appeal shall be heard and determined by a divisional court” ; 
and it was argued that, even in matters of practice and pro- 
cedure, if there is an absolute right to appeal Som the judge in 
chambers, the appeal is still to the Divisional Court. The court 
declined to accept this view, and expressed the opinion that the 
language of oub-sectien: (5) is appropriate rather to appeals 
from inferior courts or arbitrators or referees, and that that 
sub-section does not cut down the enactment contained in sub- 


section (4). 





THE RECENT decision of the Court of Appeal in London County 
Council v. Churchwardens of Lambeth (ante, p. 513) illustrates once 
again the artificial manner in which questions of rating are 
determined. According to the rule laid down in the Parochial 
Assessment Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 96) property is to be 
assessed at the rent at which it might be expected to let for from 
year to year after making allowance for outgoings. In the case 
of property which is in the hands of a public authority, and is 
devoted to public purposes, it is very material to know whether 
the authority themselves are to be taken into account in ascer- 
taining the probable letting value ; in other words, whether the 
actual occupier can be regarded as the hypothetical tenant. 
Frequently the property is held upon such terms that no other 
person would give any rent at all, though the public authority, 
if not the owners of the premises, might be willing to secure the 
occupation as tenants at a rent. The case of Zhe Queen v. School 
Board for London (34 W. R. 583, 17 Q. B. D. 738) first decided that 
the occupying local authority is to be taken into account for 
this purpose, and hence in all such cases the further question 
has to be decided whether, in point of fact, such authority 
would be willing to pay a rent. Owen’s College v. Chorlion- 
upon- Medlock (35 W. R. 236, 18 Q. B. D. 403) it was held by the 
Court of Appeal that the local authority would escape if they 
were in law debarred from holding the land as tenants ; but the 
House of Lords overruled this distinction in the Hrith case (42 
W. R., 330 ; 1893, App. Cas. 562). Whether the local authority 
could or could not, in point of law, be tenants instead of occu- 
pring owners is immaterial in determining what rent they would 

willing to give on the assumption that they are tenants. 
And although it is the rule that for a rate to be imposed the 
occupation must be beneficial, this does not mean that the occu- 
pation must yield pecuniary profit to the occupier. If he is for 
any reason compelled to have and use the premises, he may be 
ing to give a rent, even if the actual.occupation results in a 
money loss (see the Burton case, 38 W. R. 181, 24 Q. B. D. 197). 
But in London County Council v. Churchwardens of Lambeth 
(supra) the Court of Appeal have strictly confined this principle 
to the case where the poe authority is under a duty to hold 
the premises. The London County Council acquired Brockwell 
Park (the property in question) under Parliamentary authority, 
and contributed to its purchase the sum of £60,000. They 
Were, however, under no liability to acquire the property, 
though when acquired they were bound to maintain it as a 
park, and this requirement involves them in a considerable 
annual expense. ‘The Court of Appeal held that, in the 
absence of any binding duty, the readiness of the County 
uncil to contribute towards the purchase could not be taken 
to shew that they would be willing to hold the land as tenants, 
and they are therefore in the position of voluntary owners 
whose property, under the actual circumstances of its use, can 


has nothing to do with the real principles of rating, though the 
result seems to work out right. To impose a tax on Brockwell 
Park would be to tax Londoners in general for the benefit of 
the inhabitants of one locality. On the other hand, in the Erith 
case the sewage works which were held bound to contribute to 
local burdens were maintained for the benefit of the metropolis 


at large. 





A power given to a beneficiary under a will to take any part 
he chooses of the testator’s furniture or other specified pro 
appears in law to give the beneficiary control over the whole, 
however little the testator may have contemplated that advan- 
tage would be taken of his gift to this extent. In Kennedy vy. 
Kennedy (10 Hare 438), indeed, Woop, V.C., considered 
that to take the whole would be a breach of the testator’s 
confidence. In that case a testator directed all his household 
property to be sold with the exception of such articles as his 
wife should desire to retain for her own use. The Vice-Chan- 
cellor said that the testator intimated a confidence in his wife 
that she would not desire to take the whole but would make a 
selection, but he did not make any order shewing how this 
confidence was to be enforced. In Arthur v. MacKinnon (11 Ch. 
D. 385) Jzsszx, M.R., said that in practice it was impossible to 

lace any limit on the legatee’s wishes. There the testator 
directed that his widow was to have such parts of his plate as 
she signified in writing her desire to . The widow 
signified her desire to possess the whole, and the late Master of 
the Rolls was on her side. Literally, he said, she might take 
the whole with the exception of some article of no value, and 
then the maxim de minimis would apply. The question has 
arisen again in Re Sharland (ante p. 514) before the Court of 
Appeal, and the view of Sir Gzorcz Jxssgt has been followed. 
In this case a legatee was empowered to choose anything he 
might desire from the furniture of the testator’s house except 
certain specified articles. This gift was contained in a codicil. 
By his will the testator had made a gift of the house and fur- 
niture except what he otherwise disposed of by will or codicil. 
The devisee of the house and furniture sought to maintain that 
the legatee with the power of selection was bound to leave 
enough furniture to make the house a furnished house, but the 
Court of Appeal found no such limitation implied by the testator. 
They read the gift in the codicil in as wide a senseas JEssEL, 
M.R., in Arthur v. MacKinnon, and held that the legatee under 
the codicil could take all the furniture except such as the testa- 
tor had specifically withheld from his choice. 





Law, says a correspondent, affects every relation of life, and 
law and lawyers alike are ubiquitous. Hence it happens that 
the legal profession was reptesented on the Great Wheel at 
Earl’s Court during its sixteen hours’ stoppage last week. A 
well-known London solicor was an occupant of one of the 
highest cars, being detained from about 8.30 on Thursday night 
to 12,30 on Friday morning. . 


THE JUDICIAL TRUSTEES BILL. 


Tre Judicial Trustees Bill has left the Standing Committee on 
Law with but slight alteration, and, wae to the view that 
may be taken of the measure in the House of Lords, there 
appears to be a strong probability that it will become law in the 
course of the present Larseg We shall therefore have a chance 
of studying in this country the cal results of the Scotch 
system of judicial factors which was adopted last year by Sir 
Rosert Rew’s Committee on Trust Administration as affording 
the advantages without the defects of a public trust department. 
The general principles relating to the appointment, position, 
and remuneration of the judicial trustee are contained in the 
six sub-sections of clause | of the Bill, but all details are left to 
be prescribed by rules to be made under clause 4. The judicial 
trustee, so far as his powers and duties are concerned, appears 
to be intended to as an ordinary trastee under the instra- 





only result in an annual loss, Hence they are not liable to be 


assessed at more than a nominal rent. The distinction, of course, 


ent creating the trust, but he will be appointed by the court, 
he will be under the control and qupersiston of the court, and 
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he will be entitled to be remunerated. Under sub-section (1) 
the application to the court for the appointment of a judicial 
trustee may be made upon the creation of the trust by the per- 
son creating it, or subsequently either by a trustee or a benefi- 
ciary. The clause also provides that the application may be 
made ‘on behalf of’’ the same persons, but these words seem 
to be unnecessary. The application need not, of course, be made 
by the settlor, trustee, or beneficiary in person, and where a 
beneficiary is under disability there is, under the existing law, 
provision for legal proceedings being taken on his behalf. Upon 
the application the court will have a discretion whether it will 
appoint a judicial trustee or not, and if it appoints, the judicial 
trustee may be appointed either jointly with any other judicial 
trustee or other person or persons, or as sole trustee. Moreover, 
if sufficient cause is shewn, he may be appointed in the place of 
any existing trustee. As the ordinary procedure for appointing 
a judicial trustee will probably be of a summary character, this 
power of removing an existing trustee and substituting for him a 
judicial trustee will require to be specially guarded. 

The operation of the measure will be greatly extended by the 
provision of sub-section (2), that the administration of the 
property of a deceased person, whether a testator or intestate, 

be a trust, and the executor or administrator a trustee, 
within the meaning of the section. Thus, after probate has 
been ted, or letters of administration have been taken out, 
the court will be able to appoint a judicial trustee to carry on 
the administration, either jointly with or in the place of the per- 
sonal representatives. This will give executors and administra- 
tors a chance of relieving themselves of their burden which they 
have not hitherto enjoyed, and if the court proves to be in 
favour of judicial trustees applications for this purpose will 
probably be frequent. The Bill contemplates also that a judicial 
trustee may be appointed before the grant of probate or of 
letters of administration. Under clause 1 this point does not 
seem to be made clear, but among the matters in respect of 
which rules are to be made clause 4 includes ‘‘ the grant of pro- 
bate or letters of administration to judicial trustees.” 

An improvement has been made by the Standing Committee 
in the sub-section dealing with the vesting of property, and it 
is now proposed that where a judicial trustee is appointed 
the court may either on or after appointment vest all or any 
part of the trust property in the judicial trustee, either solely 
or jointly with any other person or persons according to circum- 
stances 


The position of the judicial trustee with respect to the court 
is regulated by sub-sections (4) and (5). Under the former the 
judicial trustee may be either an official of the court or any other 
person, and in either case he will be subject to the control and 
supervision of the court as an officer thereof. The latter pro- 
vides that the court may, either on request or without request, 
give to a judicial trustee any general or special directions in 
regard to the trust or the administration thereof. The result 
seems to be that in general the judicial trustee will havea free 
hand to administer the estate according to the trusts affecting 
it, but he will be responsible to the court and at all times sub- 
ject to its interference, while on the other hand he will have the 
chance of easy recourse to the court to procure its directions in 
matters of doubt. It is an essential feature of the system that 
the judicial trustee shall be remunerated. At present trust 
estates have the advantage of an enormous amount of work and 
oversight voluntarily rendered. If the administration of the 
trust is to be put on a business footing, it must be accompanied 
by a change in this respect. Sub-section (6) accordingly pro- 
vides that there may be paid to a judicial trustee out of the trust 

such remuneration, not exceeding the prescribed limits, 
as court may aseign in each case. 

It was proposed in the Standing Committee by Sir H. Fowrzr 
that the appointment of a judicial trustee the trust funds 
and securities for the same should be transferred to and 
deposited in court. This is an interference with the administra- 
tion by the judicial trustee which should not be allowed unless 
absolutely necessary. A main object, of course, of the whole 
scheme is to secure the safety of the trust property, but under 
clause 4 it will be competent for the rule-making authority to 
make rules for requiring judicial trustees, where they are not 
officials of the court, to give security for the due application of trust 








property under their control ; and also to make rules respecting 
the safety of the trust property and the custody thereof. There 
is thus ample means of giving practical security to trust estates 
without the extreme measure of bringing all trust funds into 
court. The report of the Committee on Trusts Administration 
contained the following statement of experience in Scotland: 
‘“‘The capital value of the property at present administered under 
the system in Scotland is about eight millions sterling. : 
During nearly half a century since this system came into 
operation no single trust estate has lost anythirg by the 
defakation of a judicial factor. In the few instances of 
dishonesty which have occurred the loss has been made good 
by the sureties.” The Standing Committee were content to 
accept this practical test of the safety of trust property when 
left in the hands of judicial trustees under proper guarantees, 
and Sir H. Fowter’s amendment was defeated by 14 votes 
to 7. 

The Bill originally contained a clause providing for an annual 
audit of the accounts of judicial trustees, but as the expense of 
the audit was intended to fall upon the public purse the 
elause was struck out by the Standing Committee with a view to 
its being restored hereafter when it has been ascertained that 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer is prepared to spend money in 
this direction. Meanwhile words have been added to clause 4 
authorizing rules to be made for the filing of accounts by judi- 
cial trustees. 


As we have intimated, all but the bare outline of the scheme 


is to be provided for by rules. In addition to the matters already 
mentioned, rules may be made respecting the remuneration of 
judicial trustees ; for dispensing with formal proof of facts in 
proper cases; for facilitating the discharge by the court of 
administrative duties under the Act without judicial proceedings, 
and otherwise regulating procedure under the Act and maki 
it simple and inexpensive ; for assigning jurisdiction under the 
Act to county court judges; respecting the suspension or 
removal of judicial trustees; respecting the classes of trusts 
from which officials of the court are to be excluded; and for 
preventing the employment by judicial trustees of other per- 
sons at the expense of the trust except in cases of strict neces- 
sity. The practical carrying out of the scheme is thus left to 
the rule-making authority. For future changes in the rules 
under the Act probably this arrangement will be convenient, 
but the rules with which it is propsed to start should certainly 
have been added as a schedule to the Bill. 

Clause 3 contains an important relaxation of the general law 
of trusts. If it appears to the court that a trustee is or may be 
personally liable for any breach of trust, but that he has acted 
reasonably and honestly, and ought fairly to be excused from 
the breach of trust and for omitting to obtain the directions of 
the court, then the court is to have power to relieve him either 
wholly or partly from personal liability. The Standing Com- 
mittee have greatly extended the effect of this provision by strik- 
ing out the requirement that the trustee, in addition to acting 
reasonably and honestly, must also have acted with the intention 
of carrying his trust into effect. It will be extremely useful fora 
trustee to be able to commit an honest breach of trust, but he 
will generally know that it is a breach of trust, and the clause 
in its original form would not have helped him. How far the 
clause will in practice be found available will depend entirely on 
the view taken by the courts. A liberal interpretation would 
exonerate a trustee who had acted as the creator of the trust, if 
a reasonable man, would have acted under the circumstances, 
but such an interpretation lets in a vast amount of uncertainty. 
The second part of the clause empowers the court to authorize 
beforehand a departure from the terms of a trust where it is 
satisfied that since the creation thereof there has been a change 
of circumstances, and that such a departyre will not prejudice 
any of the persons beneficially interested in the trust and is for 
the benefit of those persons or of some of them, But isit 
necessary to provide that there must have been a change 
circumstances? The departure from the terms of the trust may 
be rendered expedient, not by any change of circumstances, but 
in consequence of some error or omission of the settlor. How- 
ever this may be, the clause gives the court a new and very 
im t power of di tion, and if it becomes law it cannot 
fail to have a great effect oa the administration of trust estates. 
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POSSESSION OF CHATTELS. 


faz case of the gold rings—South Staffordshire Waterworks v. 
Sharman — decided by Lord Russert, C.J., and Wuus, J., 
neently, is an interesting addition to the authorities on the 
subject of possession of chattels. The plaintiffs were the owners 


in fee of the Minster Pool at Lichfield; the defendant was a | P0Sssesst 


labourer employed by them to clean out the pool. In the course 
df his work he found two gold rings. He refused to give 
them up to the plaintiffs, and handed them to the police for 
inquiries to be made as to the true owner. These inquiries 
= no result, and the police gave the rings back to the 

mdant. The plaintiffs then sued him in the county court, 
but judgment was given against them. On appeal to the 
Divisional Court they have succeeded, and the defendant has 
therefore to deliver up the rings. The case was argued upon 
the footing that the rights of the parties depended upon the 
stual possession of the rings. In the absence of any claim by 
the true owner, the first possessor was entitled to hold them 
sgainst all the world, and the question was whether the plaintiffs 
had, prior to the finding, such a possession as entitled them to 
the rings in preference to the defendant. 

It is elementary law that actual or de facto possession requires 
both physical control of the thing and an intention to 
The exact nature of this intention is still a subject of specula- 
tion with Continental jurists who are chiefly concerned with the 
doctrines of the civil law. In England the question is regarded 
from a purely practical point of view, and the intention to 

ss is deemed to be present when there is an intention to 
exclude others. But while these requirements—physical control 
and an intent to exclude others—were clearly exemplified in the 
possession of the rings which .the defendant had immediately 
upon his discovery, they are by no means so apparent in the 
ssion which, according to the Divisional Court, the plain- 

tiiis had before the discovery. The plaintifis had no actual 
mstody of the rings, and, since they were ignorant of their 
existence, they could have no specific intention to possess them. 
The fact is, however, that the legal consequences of possession 
are too important to be confined to actual ion in the 
strict sense of the term. In respect of physical control the law 
recognizes that actual possession may exist although the 
possessor has not got the thing in his grasp or within reach, 
and in respect of intention it does not require that the mind of 
the possessor should have been directed to the specific thing. 
The actual control of my house may fairly be said to give me 
the custody of everything inside the house, and the general 
intent to exclude others from interfering with things in the 
house seems, at any rate in English law, to be a sufficient 
substitute for a specific intention to possess the thing in ques- 
tion. 
With regard to things in a private house this result is easily 
atrived at, but difficulties arise when the thing is found ina 
place to which persons other than the owner and his family are 
secustomed to have access. In Bridges v. Hawkesworth (21 L. J. 
Q.B. 75) a parcel of bank notes which had been dropped on the 
floor of a shop was found by a customer. The shopkeeper 
daimed them as being in his possession, but it was held that, as 
between himself and the finder, the latter had the first posses- 
tion, and consequently had the better right. There is, there- 
fore, no positive rule of law that things left in any part of a 
ilding pass at once into the possession of the occupier (cf. 
Pollock and Wright on Possession, p. 40). There is an attempt 
each case to restrict the legal notion of ion so as to 
correspond to some extent with the actual aa, and here the 
possession of the shopkeeper seems to have been excluded by 
the circumstance that the public had access to the shop, while 

@ notes were not in such a position as to lead to the inference 
that they were under the custody of the shopkeeper. On the 
tther hand, it has been held in America that where a pocket- 
book was left upon a barber’s table, the barber had a better 
tight than the hed and where a pocket-book was left in a 

«on a desk placed for the use of customers outside the 
tashier’s counter, the possession must be deemed to be in the 
er (M'Avoy v. Medina, Kincaid y. Haton, referred to in 
on the Common Law, p. 222). In these cases also the 


Public had access to the premises, but the article was in such a 


_ | owner of the 





position as to make it perhaps not unreasonable to suppose that 
it was in the custody of the occupier of the premises. ; 

Upon the same principle it seems that the occupier of land is 
deemed to be in possession of all things in or upon the land, 
whether he is aware of their presence there or not. In Reg. v. 
Rowe (Bell’s C. C. 93) a canal company were held to be in 
ion of iron found by a at the bottom of the 
canal. In Elwes v. Brigg Gas Co. (33 Oh. D. 562), the plaintiff, 
who was the freeholder of land in possession, made a lease to 
the defendant company for ninety-nine years. The company 
went into ion, and their servants, in the course of 
excavating for building, found a pre-historic boat imbedded in 
the soil. oie nae yg am , J., that the — Face tng 
possession of the , ob m in ion of the boat also, 
and that upon its being removed Son the ground he was 
entitled to it. So in the present case of the gold rings it has been 
held that the rings were in the ion of the owners of the 
Minster Pool in which they were found. In a case, said Lord 
Russet, C.J., where a person is owner of a house or land, and 
has the intention to exercise control over it and to prevent 
unauthorized interference with it, and some article is found in 
that house or on that land by a person who is a stranger or a 
servant, the presumption is that it is in the possession of the 
in quo. 

If possession of a house is deemed to give the custody of all 
that is in the house, and if the general intent to exclude strangers 
is a sufficient substitute for a special intent to possess any 
particular thing, it is perhaps difficult not to allow for the same 
extension of possession in favour of the possessor of land. We 
thus have a rule which is capable of easy application, and the 
cases will be comparatively rare in which a thing is left without 
a r. At the same time, the further we go from actual 
custody and from a specific intention to possess, the less does the 
possession which we recognize as existing for legal purposes 
resemble actual possession in the proper sense of the term. We 
cease to determine possession acco: to the facts of the case, 
and, for the sake of convenience, we determine it according to 
rules of law. The change may be disguised by continuing to 
style the possession so determined a de facto possession, but it is 
a question whether we are not leaving the n basis of 
fact and reaching a possession which is merely legal. A truer 
test might be to inquire whether the article in question is in 
such a position as fairly to lead to the inference that it belongs 
to the occupier of the house or land. A sovereign found on the 
floor of a room may be supposed to belong either to the occupier 
of the room or of the house, ing to circumstances. So, 
too, money or articles found in the adjacent ens or land, 
where the inmates of the house are accustomed to resort, may 
be reasonably credited to the occupier of the house. This prin- 
ciple supplies all necessary check on dishonesty, an element which 
Was, seems to have considered of importance in deciding the 
present case. But it is different with to money or other 
articles found upon an outlying part of the estate, which are as 
likely to have been drop there by a trespasser as by the 
owner. The gold rings, 0 the Chief Justice, were 
probably thrown into the by disappointed lovers or by a 
thief anxious to get rid of them. But if this was the reason- 
able inference from the facts, there was no ground for ascribing 
the possession to the owners. 








THE INEQUALITY OF SENTENCES. 


Last week, at the Old Bailey, a man was sentenced to seven years’ 
penal servitude (the maximum penalty) for bigamy. It was one of 
the worst cases of its kind which it is possible to imagine. The prisoner 
first married a lady with property merely for the purpose of swindling 
her, the legality of the marriage being eres y an accident as far 
as he was concerned, After living with his wife for a few weeks, he 
obtained possession of a consid: e sum of her money, and deserted 
her. Not long after he went thro’ the ceremony of marriage with 
another lady, and, after living with her a short time, got a lange sum 
from her and disappeared. is was the offence for which he was 
convicted, having arrested when on the verge of committing a 
similar crime against a wealthy widow, The prisoner had been 
several times previously convicted of serious offences against 


Pik few months ago ® poor woman was tried for bigamy. She had 
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been shamefully ill-treated by a brutal husband, who left her destitute 
and lived with another womgn. After several years she agreed to 
live with another man, a respectable man who knew her history ; and, 
in order to avoid scandal amongst his neighbours, who were ignorant 
of her story, they went through the marriage ceremony. The sen- 
tence on this woman was one day’s imprisonment. No one, probably, 
‘will raise any objection to the fairness of either of these sentences, 
unless it be that the maximum in the first case was too light for so 
heinous a crime. 

These cases clearly illustrate the enormous difference in guilt there 
may be between two persons convicted on precisely similar indict- 
ments, and shew how impossible it is to lay down any hard-and-fast 
rules to bring about the much-talked-of uniformity of sentences. 
The only way to make the penalty fit the crime is to entrust the 
measurement of the punishment, within certain limits, to a tribunal 
which can take all the facts of the case into consideration, and to 
select proper persons to compose that tribunal. Many chairmen of 
quarter sessions, although they have power to inflict long terms of 

servitude, have very little technical knowledge or experience, 
and their sentences are often extremely capricious, and certainly are 
more severe on the average than those of the High Court judges in 
similar cases. But even if every criminal were sentenced by a man 
of the greatest experience, ability, and probity, there would still be 
wide room for individual differeaces of opinion. 

Allowing, then, that hard-and-fast rules are out of the question, 
how is it possible to adjust the inequalities in sentences arising from 
the individuality of one judge and the inexperience of another? This 
question was answered by a council of the judges of the Supreme 
Court in 1892, who reported in favour of a Court of Criminal Appeal 
with power (inter alia) to review all sentences. The existence of such 
a court would probably do as much as it is possible to do towards 

ing uniformity without sacrificing fairness. In the four years, 
however, which have elapsed since that report was made no step 
has been taken to carry it into effect, and the only existing check 
upon eccentric sentences is the makeshift one supplied by the extra- 
judicial interference of the Home Secretary. The constitution of a 
court of criminal appeal, possessing the wide powers demanded for 
it by many influential persons, is a very serious undertaking, but it 
may well be that the power to revise sentences might be con- 
ferred on the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved, 
without finaliy deciding other questions. To prevent the abuse of 
the right to have sentences revised by the bringing of frivolous 
appeals, it might be provided that an appeal against a sentence 
should only be brought by leave of a judge in chambers, obtained 
ex parte on behalf of the prisoner. 








REVIEWS. 
SMITH’S LEADING CASES. 


A Sezction or Leapive Caszs on Various BRANCHES OF THE 
Law, WiTH Notzs. By Jonny Wiiiam SmirH. THE TENTH 
Eprrios. By Tuomas Wittzs Cuirry, Jonn Herserr WIL- 
L1aMs, LL.B., and Herpert Cuitry, M.A., Barristers-at-law. 
London: Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The appearance of a tenth edition of Smith’s Leading Cases in the 
sixtieth year of its existence as a book, is a remarkable tribute to the 
utility of the original conception, and to the ability of successive 
editors in the development of that conception. It may be interesting 
to recall attention to the first production, and to the fruitful conse- 

of a happy idea. In the preface to the first edition, published 
in 1837, Mr. J. W. Smith modestly called attention to the fact that 
the plan of the work was believed to be new, but was not original. 

The idea was suggested by the “Law Studies” of Mr. Samuel 

Warren, the afterwards well-known M.P., Q.C., novelist, and Master 

in The first edition of his book on Legal Studies was pub- 

lished im 1535: it has gone through later editions, and is a book 
well worth perusal, though we fancy not often now perused. The 
seed cast abroad in that first edition fell upon fruitfal soil in the 
brain of Mr. J. W. Smith, who produced his Leading Cases two years 
afterwards. Of the forty-two leading cases comprised in that first 
edition, thirty still appear in the tenth, a fact which is in iteelf 
strong evidence of the discernment and sagacity with which the 
selection was made. Of the remaining twelve, some have become 
obsolete as bearing upon the technicalities of pleading and procedure 
which have since been abolished. But several have been crowded 
out, with the apologies of subsequent editors, by the increase of bulk 

A the notes and the necessity of adding new cases. Three have 

suffered in thie way in the two latest editions—namely, Cooper v. 

Chitty, and Mills v. Auriol in the ninth, and Waugh v. Carver in the 

tenth. Mr. Smith only lived to edit the second edition in 1840, but 

his work has been kept alive by « succession of able editors, of whom 
three have attained to judicial rank, though probably only one out 
of all—viz., Sir James Willes—can be fairly said to have distanced in 





reputation the original author. But the remarkable opportunism of 
the plan of the work is shewn not more by the succession of editiong 
than by the success of imitations. In 1849 Messrs. White and Tudo, 
brought out their first edition of the Leading Cases in Equity, g 
work which has shewn a vitality equal to its predecessor, though, 
perhaps, it may hardly vie with it in world-wide repute. This work 
was undertaken as a direct consequence of the success of Smith’s 
work, as the editors admit in the preface to their first edition, This 
was followed in 1856 by Tudor’s Leading Cases in Conveyancing and 
Real Property Law, and in 1860 by Tudor’s Leading Cases in Mer. 
cantile Law, both of which have passed through further editions, 
And at the present day the plan is in course of being elaborately 
applied to all branches of the law by Mr. Robert Campbell in hig 
Ruling Cases. The spirit of Samuel Warren may well look with 
self-satisfied complacency on this long rotation of crops springing 
from his root idea. 

The present. editors appear to have succeeded in their praiseworthy 
effort to keep this edition up to the high standard which they have 
to follow. We do not agree with them in their one omission—viz,, 
Waugh v. Carver (partnership). This has been discarded on the 
ground that it is less important since the passing of the Partnership 
Act, 1890. But that Act was passed since the last edition of the 
Leading Cases was issued ; and it would have been wise to retain the 
case for this edition with a consideration of the effect of the new 
Partnership Act, reserving the omission, if necessary, for the next 
edition. 

The partial rearrangement of the order of the cases, with the 
object of bringing together those which are germane to the same 
subject, is altogether to be commended. One other alteration is 
likely to meet with more criticism. In the earlier editions the 
distinction between the text of the leading cases and the notes upon 
them was very clearly emphasized by the arrangement of the notes 
on a double-column page. Later this was abolished, but the difference 
was marked by a strong contrast in the respective types of the text 
and notes. This has now nearly disappeared, and the notes are 
now only distinguished by a slightly smaller type and a slightly 
larger margin. The eye accustomed to the old form does not 
readily recognize at a glance whether the volume has been opened 
at case or notes. Itisa defect which time and habit will perhaps 
remedy. It is defended on the ground of a saving of space, but it is 
not in other respects a change for the better. 

We observe one other feature which, perhaps, should call for 
attention. In the crowding out process all the cases specially 
referring to bankruptcy law have disappeared with one exception— 
viz., Rose v. Hart, on set-off and mutual credit ; and nothing in the 
same line has taken their place. With the development of the new 
bankruptcy law and its extension to companies aud administration 
of estates, and all the agitation that has accompanied that develop- 
ment, the editors would not, we think, have far to seek to find 
material for an important case and notes on this subject. 

But we do not desire to cavil. The new edition shews signs of 
most careful and conscientious preparation ; and the profession in all 
a branches will, we feel sure, be grateful to the editors for their 
abour. 





CRIMES AND MISDEMEANOURS. 


A TREATISE ON CRIMES AND MIsDEMEANOURS. By Sir WILLIAM 
OLDNALL RvssELL, Knight, late Chief Justice of Bengal. In three 
volumes. SixtH Epition. By Horace Smiru, Metropolitan 
Magistrate; and A. P. Perctvan Keep, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


To bring out a new edition of Russell on Crimes after an interval 
of nearly twenty years is almost a labour of Hercules; but also s 
pressing necessity for the criminal lawyer, who of all lawyers most 
needs @ leading text-book thoroughly up to date. In the present 
edition are embodied the effect and a large portion of the text of 
more than a hundred additional statutes, to say nothing of the 
accumulation of decided cases, The work has been done in @ 
effective and comprehensive manner by the present editors, of whom 
Mr. Horace Smith served his apprenticeship to the task by assisting 
Mr. Prentice in the preparation of the edition of 1877, and has sine 
made his mark in po we editorial work, as well as on the metropolitan 
bench. 

The mass of material to be added was moré than enough to threaten 
an inconvenient increase in the bulk and handiness of the volumes; 
but this difficulty has been satisfactorily surmounted by rel 
to appendices in each volume a considerable number of decided cases 
on repealed statutes which it was not thought desirable to omit, 
by printing them in smaller type. They are arranged under appre 
priate heads, and can be easily consulted when occasion require 
which is not likely often to happen. A better arrangement of 
subject matter has also been introduced, or rather re-introduced. 
the last edition the order of the subjects was illogically disturbed for 
the sake of preserving a balance of bulk in the three volumes. 
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Tien remedied ith suite altering the size of the books, | lished a note (p. 683 of the same volume) solemnly retracting their 


«ad is an improvement on which the editors are to be congratulated. 


In this respect, however, they might, without any disrespect to the 

qiginal author or their predecessors in editing, have gone very much 

farther. ‘This is a book which during the greater part of the century 

has been growing under a process of grafting and pruning without a 
atic reorganization. my 

Now it happens that in 1877, the year of the last edition, there 
yas published also the first edition of Sir James Stephen’s ‘‘ Digest 
of the Criminal Law,” which was followed by the Commission on the 
draft of acriminal code. It is impossible to compare Russell with 
the digest without being struck with the immense superiority of the 
latter in the classification of offences. We take an instance from 
Book II., the first book which deals with particular crimes. Here we 
fod Foreign Enlistment and Piracy inserted between Coining and 
Perjury, all as ‘‘ offences principally affecting the Government, the 

blic peace, or the public rights.” We turn now to the Digest, and 
Pd these fall into a more rational order, as follows: 
Falistment and Piracy under “offences against public order,” Perjury 
mder “‘abuses of public authority,” and Coining under “ offences 

inst property,” and in close proximity to forgery. We have no 
doubt that this has been an opportunity missed. One may take the 
whole series of over 100 statutes affecting crime passed since 1877, 
fom the important Territorial Waters Jurisdiction Act, 1878, to 
the unimportant, if electorally exciting, Corrupt and Illegal Prac- 
tices Prevention, 1895, and including even the Criminal Law Amend- 
nent Act of 1885; and yet, if taken singly or taken altogether, one 
must confess that they are less epoch making in the history of 
English criminal law than the able, though so far ineffectual, effort 
to enact a Criminal Code for England. The edition of Russell on 
Grimes which marks the close of this period, ought, we think, to 
have assimilated for the benefit of criminal lawyers everything in 
that draft criminal code which was not inconsistent with its own 
planas the leading case text-book upon the subject. To alter the 
arrangement and classification was not inconsistent with that plan, as 
the editors haveshewn by a minor experiment in the same direction. 
Had they ventured on the major experiment they might have vastly 
increased their own reputation, have given to English law a master- 
piece in the shape of a text-book, and probably also have facilitated 
theenactment of a criminal code. As it is the arrangement of the 
book, though improved, is still much inferior even to Archbold’s 
Criminal Law. We should be glad to hear that another edition was 
required after a shorter interval, when a sinaller mass of new material 
night afford the editors more leisure for this important rearrange- 
ment; nor can we understand why, in this work of unequalled 
authority, successive editors should follow the timidity of the 
author in shrinking from dealing with the principal crime of 
treason. 

We have nothing but praise for the care which has been bestowed 
-_ the table of statutes, cases, and contents, and upon the indexes. 

volume contains a table of the statutes and cases referred to in 
it, The first and second volumes have each a separate index, and the 
third volume has an index to the whole work. Even here we would 
make the suggestiou that in one of the volumes, either the first or 
third, there should be a complete table of all the statutes and cases 
referred to in the whole work corresponding with the index to the 
third volume. We are well aware that this is a book of which one 
volume at a time is generally needed in court, or even for reference. 
But a case decided on an indictment for one offence is often very 
material on quite a different indictment, and it is en unnecessary 
burden to have to search three tables in three different volumes in 
order to find the required case, of which the name may be well 
tmembered or which may be quoted by an opposing counsel. 

Itis a matter of curiosity to observe the extreme sluggishness of 
sly movement of reform in the form of criminal procedure, to which 
snote on p. 37 of vol. 1 incidentally recalls attention. As long ago 
#1851 Parliament solemnly enacted that no indictment should be 
ield insufficient for, inter alia, want of a proper or formal ‘‘ conclu- 
tion.” Naturally this made no difference to the habits of clerks of 
usize and clerks of the peace and others charged with the framing of 
indictments. They still continued the old form of conclusion, 
“against the peace of our Lady the Queen, her crown and dignity,” 
and, if the offence were statutory, ‘‘ against the form of the statute 
in that case made and provided.” And in 1880, in the well-known 

borne perjury case (/tey. v. Castro, 6 App. Cas. 229) the point 
Was solemnly argued that the indictment was bad for want of the 
er words. The House of Lords could not do otherwise than 
@ according to the statute of 1851, and held the indictment 
_Tt might have been supposed that an express enactment plus 

& on of the House of Lords on a writ of error would have set 
t question at rest for éver. Yet in 1887 a Divisional Court of the 
’s Bench Division, consisting of Lord Coleridge, C.J., and 

n, J., so far forgot the law as to decide in a considered judg- 

ment that the omission to conclude “ contra formam statuti”” was fatal 

4m indictment for a statutory offence (Rey. v. Poole, 19 Q. B. D, 
) But shortly afterwards they discovered their mistake and pub- 


Foreign: 





decision on this point. Now that these cases have found their way 
into the new edition of Russell, it will be interesting to observe 
whether they will have any effect upon the usual form of indictments. 
Probably not. The old “‘ conclusion” has an effective and impressive 
dignity and rhythm, which from the antiquarian point of view 
would be seriously missed, and dignity and rhythm are both sadly to 
seek in most modern writing, whether legal or literary. Therefore 
we may even hope that the old form may rest in peace at the foot of 
every indictment, and that all prisoners may have notice that their 
crimes are committed ‘‘ against the peace of our Lady the Queen, her 
crown and dignity.” 





HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


THE LAW OF HUSBAND AND WIFE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE 
QUEEN’s BENCH AND CHANCERY Drvisions. By Monracvus 
Lusu, Barrister-at-Law. Szconp EpiTion. By Monracue 
Luvs and WALTER Hussey GRIFFITH, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

Few branches of the law present greater difficulties than the law of 
husband and wife. The theory of the common law was simple 
enough. In status and in property the wife was subordinated en- 
tirely to the husband. But this archaic simplicity has not suited the 
views of modern times, and the changes which have been introduced, 
partly by equity and partly by statute, have had the result of making 
the position of married women a source of constant bewilderment. 
In this state of things it is essential for the practitioner to have at 
hand a reliable text-book such as that which Mr. Montague Lush 
has provided. One of the most interesting chapters is Chapter xi., 
on Contracts by Married Women. While the law has been compelled 
to admit the capacity of married women to contract, it has done so in 
a very grudging manner, and the Act of 1882 was so drafted as to 
make it impossible in many cases for creditors to get redress, 
although the married woman, their debtor, was perfectly able to 
pay. To some extent this injustice has been redressed by 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, and in _ this 
edition Mr. Lush is able to comment upon the provisions of that 
statute; but the anomaly stili remains that the married woman does 
not render herself liable personally, and though the law allows to 
her the full separate enjoyment of property, it stops short of com- 
plete emancipation for the purposes of contract. The present position 
of married women in this respect is discussed by Mr. Lush with great 
clearness and completeness. In dealing with restraint on anticipation 
he adverts to the question of the time at which the restraint ceases— 
whether at the date when income accrues due or at the date when it 
reaches the hands of the married woman ; but he has chosen to follow 
the judgment of Kay, L.J., in Hood Barrs v. Cathcart (42 W. R. 628 ; 
1894, 2 Q. B. 559) in favour of the latter date, in preference to Car v. 
Bennett (39 W. R. 401 ; 1891, 1 Ch. 617), which assumed the correct- 
ness of the former, and he maintains that on principle the view of 
Kay, L.J., was sound. In the next edition Mr. Lush will have to 
incorporate the adverse opinion of the House of Lords ; but this is a 
vicissitude to which every author is subject. The present edition is 
well brought up to date, and Mr. Lush traces adequately the develop- 
ment of the law, in addition to stating the effect of the most recant 
authorities. The work would be improved, however, by the addition 
of marginal notes, and the chapters might usefully be divided into 
sub-sections. Perhaps in future editions—for the book is likely to 
be of permanent value—Mr. Lush will be able to give this further 
help to his readers. 





WINDING UP. 

THE PRACTICE AND ForMS IN WINDING UP COMPANIES AND REcON- 
stTrRucTION. By His Honour Jupczk Emwpen. Fifth Edition, 
by D. Stewart Suitn, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law, assisted 
by Henry Jonnston, Barrister-at-Law. London: William 
Chew & Sons (Limited). 

This well-known practitioners’ handbook has reached a fifth edition. 
It comes before us as an example of the reconstruction and amalgama- 
tion with which it partly deals. The old Annual Winding-up Practice 
is itself wound up and amalgamated with this reconstructed and 
a edition ; and it is now intended to form a complete text- 
book on winding up. It is, in the phraseology of auctioneers, fitted 
with all modern conveniences. The index of cases is very full, and 
elaborately furnished with references to all the ; the index of 
matters covers more than 100 pages; the body of the work is divided 
into six parts, each dealing with a different branch of the subject, of 
which Part II. is in itself an annotated edition of the Winding-up 
Act of 1890, and all the rules made under that Act. At the end of 
Chapter viii., pp. 162-181, there is also a useful summary or digest 
of the leading cases on all branches of the question of the liability 
contributories, and at pp. 222-224 a similar digest on fraudulent mis- 
representations of direotcrs. The forms in the appendix are very full, 
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and have been revised by Mr. Thomas Barnes, of the Companies 
Winding Up Office. Whatever industry can do to make the book use- 
ful to the practitioner appears to have been done, and there can be no 
doubt that it meets a practical want. 

The work has its defects; but they affect the conception and style, 
rather than the utility, of the book. The literary style is far from 
perfect, and the proof sheets. have been occasionally rather carelessly 
read ; anyone who will take the trouble to study the digest of cases 
on poses 222-223, will be able to discover where alterations were 
made in the paging during the progress of the book though the 
press, without a corresponding correction of the references. But 
these matters will make no difference to the sale of the book. 
Editions follow rapidly, and as long as that is the case literary 
style is a quantité négligeable. 





FOREIGN ENLISTMENT ACT, 1870. 


FoREIGN EnuistMent Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 90), WITH 
Norges oF THE LEADING CASES ON THIS AND THE AMERICAN 
Acr. In Two Parts. Part I.—Tue British Act. Part Il.— 
THE AmeRIcAN AcT AND NOTES OF CASES ON THE Acrs. By 
GERALD JOHN WHEELER, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Eyre 
& Spottiswoode. : 
This book is likely to be of considerable value in the course of the 

discussions arising on the trial of Dr. Jameson and his colleagues. 

Mr. Wheeler gives, first of all, the text of the Foreign Enlist- 

ment Act, 1870, and follows it up by an account of foreign 

enlistment legislation in England and the United States, including 
the American Act. He then states the cases decided on the subject 
in England and the United States, commencing with a case decided 

im 1794; and subsequently gives ‘‘a few facts” relative to ‘‘ Dr. 

Jameson's affair,” concluding with a summary of the points arising 

under the different sections of the Foreign Enlistment Act, 1870. 

The book seems to require some re-arrangement and some occasional 

revision, but it is a storehouse of information on the subject. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Law and Practice relating to County Court Appeals, Mandamus, 
Prohibition, and Certiorari. By Danre~ CHaAmier, Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

A Guide to Criminal Law, intended for the use of Students for tke 
Bar Final and for the Solicitors’ Final Examinations. By CHARLES 
Tuwatres, Solicitor. Fourth edition. Geo. Barber. 


An Epitome of Leading Common Law Cases, with some Short Notes 
thereon, chiefly intended as a Guide to Smith’s i Cases. 
Eighth edition. By Jon IypzRMavr, solicitor. Stevens & Haynes. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
ANTIQUATED PARCELS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Ser,— What is the correct practice as to describing parcels in a con- 
veyance by mortgagees, where the parcels in the mortgage are 
i and a purchaser or transferee requires to have modern 
parcels? Should the mortgagees’ advisers offer any objection, and 
should the mortgagees convey by such modern parcels, or only by the 
im ther mortgage deed’ What practical risk do they 

run by conveying by 2 modern description’ Of course it is assumed 
that the pommt is not covered by the contract between the 


The following quotations bear upon the point. Are there any other 
authorities? ‘‘ Mortgagees and trustees frequently, with more 
cantion than good reawmn, refuse to join in conveying by any other 
description than that which was introduced into the conveyance under 
which their title is derived” (Preston on Abstracts, 1918, p. 91). 
“A trustee can be called om to convey only by the words and 

joma bey which the conveyance was made to him. In this 
respect he is like 2 mortgagee” (Lord Eldon in Gudsn v. Elliwn, 
1926, 3 Kaas. 54). G. W. 
(See cbeervations under head of “ Current Topics.” —Ev. 8. J,] 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES ACTS. 
Gurreat Eviz MAvE reRscasT To THE ComPpanivs Acts, 1662 
to 1990. 
(1.) No exeditor «¢ contributory shall be entitled to attend any 
peccestiings in Chambers, unless and until he has entered in « book, 





to be kept by the Registrar for that purpose, his name and address, 
and the name and address of his solicitor (if any), and upon any 
change of his address or of his solicitor, his new address, and the 
name and address of his new solicitor. 

(2.) This rule shall come into operation on the Ist day of June, 
1896, and may be cited with the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 
1890, as Rule 173A. (Signed) HALspBoury, 0, 


I concur, 
(Signed) 


—, 


Cuas. T. RIrcHtre, 
President of the Board of Trade. 
Dated this 19th day of May, 1896. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


House of Lords. 


GUARDIANS OF WEST HAM v. CHURCHWARDENS, &c., OF §f, 
MATTHEW, BETHNAL GREEN—18th May. 


Poor Law—Costs—Luaaration or Acrion—TaxaTionN—JUDGMENT Onrpgp. 
inc Payment or Costs—Poor Law (Payment or Dents) Acr, 1859 (22 
& 23 Vicr. c. 49), s. 1—Jurispicrion or Hovss as To Costs. 


This was an appeal against an order of the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, 
M.R., Lopes and Rigby, L.JJ.), made on the 4th of March, 1895, affirm. 
ing that of the Divisional Court (Wills and Wright, JJ.). The case is 
reported in 43 W. R. 419 ; 1895, 1 Q. B. 662. In March, 1894, the House 
of Lords reversed the decision of the Court of Appeal in a poor law settle. 
ment case, and ordered the responderts to pay the costs, the cause to be 


remitted to the Queen’s Bench Division (42 W. R. 573 ; 1894, A. C. 230), 


The judgment was drawn up on the 18th of June, and dated as of the 
20th of March, and on the 10th of July the costs in the House of Lords 
were taxed at £298, and on the 3rd of August the Clerk of the Parliaments 
certified the amount. In October the judgment of the House of Lords 
was made a rule of the Queen’s Bench Division. A stay of execution was 
granted in respect of these costs upon the ground that the time allowed 
for payment under the Poor Law (Payment of Debts) Act, 1859, had 
elapsed, and this was affirmed by the Court of Appeal. The appellants 
appealed. The case was heard on the 5th and 6th of March, and the 
House now delivered judgment reversing the decision of the courts 
below. 

Lord Hexscus11, after stating the facts, continued :—By the Ist section 
of the Poor Law (Payment of Debts) Act, 1859, it is enacted that “ with 
respect to any debt, claim, or demand which may be lawfully incurred by 
or become due from the guardians of any union or parish, such debt, 
claim, or demand, &c., shall be paid within the half-year in which the 
same shall have been incurred or become due, or within three months 
after the expiration of such half-year, but not afterwards. The half-year 
ended the 25th of March and the 29th of September in each year. [After 
dealing with the question of jurisdiction of the House to award costs, his 
lordship continued :—] The amount is now regulated by the 10th Stand- 
ing Order, which provides that the amount in money certified shall 
be the sum to be demanded and paid. The judgment in this House 
ordered the payment of costs, the amount of which to be certified by the 
Clerk of the Parliaments. The Ist section of the statute is an injunction 
on the guardians to discharge their obligations promptly. I think itmust 
refer to debts which they could and ought to have paid within the time 
limited, and not to such as could not properly be paid within the time as 
the amount had not been ascertained. It was not until the certificate of 
the Clerk of the Parliaments was given that the statutory provision became 
applicable. The judgment appealed from must be reversed. 

Lord Hatssvury, L.C., and Lords Macnacuren and Moxxis concurred, 
and the appeal was accordingly allowed.—CounseL, Lawson Walton, V0, 
E. Morton ; Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., and Beven. Souicrrons, F. E. Hilary; &. 
Voss, jun. 

Reported by C. H. Gravrow, Barrister-at-Law. 


Court of Appeal. 


REG. (on the prosecution of the Dartford Rural District Council) ¢. 
BEXLEY HEATH RAILWAY C0.—C.A., No. 1, 6th May. 


Rattway—Hicuway—Raitway Cxossine Pustic Foorway—Dvry to Bom 
Burwor—Raitways Cravexs Consotipation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 2), 
es. 46-61. 


Appeal from an order of the Queen’s Bench Division (Day and Law- 
rance, JJ.) making absolute a rule for a mandamus directed to the er 
Heath Railway Co. commanding them to carry the railway over 4 p 
footpath or the public footpath over the railway by means of a bridge. 
The Bexley Heath Railway Uo.’s special Act incorporated the Railways 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. railway crossed a public footpath 
in the of Crayford, the line being constructed at this point uponan 
em t, and the footpath being carried up the embankment 
means of wooden acrom the line on the level and down the other 
of the embankment by means of similar steps, The marrage f company’s 

Act did not contain any enactment dealing with this foc 
The Dartford Rural District Council, on the representation of the “i 
ford Parish Council, under section 26 of the Local Government Act, 1 





that the footpath had been unlawfully obstructed, applied for and 
& mandamus as above. The sallwoy company appealed. 


May 30, 1896, | 
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—— 
Tar Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., A. L. Smrrxn and Ricsy, L.JJ.) ] sions of Lord Eldon in Roper v. Williams and Duke of Bedford v. Trustees of 
glowed the appeal. the British Museum had led to a notion that if a restrictive covenant for the 


lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the company’s special Act did not refer 
jnany way to this footpath, and therefore the statutory duty, if any, to 
puild a bridge over or under the footpath could only be imposed by section 
46 of the Railways Clauses Consclidation Act, 1845. The words ‘‘ public 
highway’ at the beginning of that section might, if taken by themselves, 
be wide enough to include a public footpath. But when the kind of bridge 
which was specified was looked at, it became clear that the section could 
never have meant to include a bridge over or under a public footpath. The 
pridge was to have an arch of a particular width and height, with the 
yoad leading up to it of a particular incline. It would be an utterly use- 
jess expense to build such a bridge over or under a footpath. Section 61 
dealt explicitly with a public footpath, which shewed that when the 
legislature intended to deal with a public footpath they referred to it by 
name. That section, however, did not impose any obligation to build a 
bridge, but merely imposed the duty to take certain precautions against 
danger to persons crossing the line. There was therefore no statutory 
duty imposed upon the company to build a bridge over the footpath, and 
the order for the mandamus must be discharged. 

A. L. Smrru and Ricsy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsg1, Farwell, Q.C., and 
B. Boyle; Macmorran, Q.C., and G. F. Hohler. Soxtcrrors, Dollman § 
Pritchard ; Pyke § Parrott, for J. § J. C. Hayward, Dartford. 

|Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KNIGHT v. SIMMONDS—No. 2, 8th and 11th May. 


BumpiInc Estate—Restrictive CovENANTS TO PRESERVE RESIDENTIAL 
QuaracTER — Sun-scHemMe Mopiryinc Covenants — INJuNcTION — 
AcauresceENcE—CHANGE IN CHARACTER OF EsTATE. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from a decision of Romer, J., 
reported 1896, 1 Ch. 653. In 1852 a building estate had been put up in 
lots for sale by auction, and part of it had been sold, subject to conditions 
which forbade the carrying on of any trade or business. The part unsold 
was afterwards sold subject to similar conditions, and then resold in 
maller lots subject to conditions which prohibited only noxious trades. 
The defendant’s immediate predecessor in title bought under the sub- 
scheme, but with notice of the original scheme, of which the defendant 
when he bought also had notice. At the rear of a house erected on his 
land the defendant put up a building, which he used as a public laundry, 
employing, it was stated, sometimes as many as sixteen or seventeen hands. 
The plaintiffs were purchasers of other lots on the estate, and they brought 
m action against the defendant, claiming an injunction to restrain him 
from carrying on the laundry business or any trade or business. The 
defendant alleged that the plaintjffs had known of what he was doing 
and had acquiesced, and further contended that businesses had with 
general acquiescence been carried on in other parts of the estate to such 
an extent as to alter the residential character of the estate. It appeared 
that some houses near the defendant’s had been let on weekly tenancies, 
and that for some time washing had been taken in, and other businesses 
had been carried on there, but that this had been on a small scale, and not 
in 80 conspicuous a way as to be likely to attract the plaintiffs’ attention. 
Romer, J., granted an injunction against carrying on any trade or busi- 
ness, and the defendant appealed. 

Tuz Courr (Lixptey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) did not call upon counsel 
for the respondents, but dismissed the appeal. 

linptey, L J., said he thought the judgment of Romer, J., was quite 
correct. ‘The learned judge had found that in fact it was not true to say 
that the character of the property had been altered, because all the houses 
were and had always been used for residential purposes, though in a 
comer of the estate people who had bought places lcoking like residences 
had more or less carried on something like business. Romer, J., had also 
expressed himself satisfied that Knight and the other general landowners 
and residents were not aware that any breach of covenant was being com- 
nitted. The Lord Justice could not seo the slightest reason for differing 
on the facts from the learned judge. The case seemed tolerably plain ; 
but the argument founded on Sayers v. Collyer (33 W.R. 91, 28 Oh. D. 
103) had induced the Lord Justice to look into the authorities on the sub- 
ject. Such covenants did not at law run witb the land. When such 
defences as those in this case were set up, equitable as distinguished from 
legal principles had to be applied. ‘The plaintiff's conduct—eg , his 

tiescence or delay—might disentitle him to relief. Sayers v. Collyer 
Roper v. Williams (T. & Russ. 18), in both of which the court refused 
© enforce restrictive covenants, illustrated that rule. Also, the court 
before granting equitable relief would look at the object of the covenant, 
not only at its words, and would refuse equitable relief if the object 
could not be attained. That doctrine was laid down by Lord Eldon and 
Sit Thomas Plumer in Duke of Bedford v. Trustees of the British Museum (2 


My. & K. 552), and by Wood, V.C., in Peek v. Matthews (15 W. BR. 689, 
LR, 3 Eq. 515), and was recognized in German v. Chapman (26 W. R. 149, 
70b. D. 271). That was the ground on which restrictive covenants 


intended to preserve the character of land to be laid out and used in a 
ular way were not enforced if the land had already been so laid out 
used that its preservation as intendod was no longer possible. Such a 
tite of things seldom, if ever, arose except from a departure from the 
me by the vendor or purchasers from him, or from the acquiescence 

® laches of those entitled to enforce the covenants. But whatever 
might be the explanation of tho altered state of things, if tho object 
the covenant could not be attained, equitable relief to enforce 
Would be refused. ‘Tho observations of Bowon and Fry, LJJ., 
Sayers vy, Collyer wore not opposed to this view. Their object 
WM hot to discredit the casos already roferred to, but to guard 
Mgalnat & loose application of the principle of those cases, Some expres: 


preservation of a building estate was not enforced iu all cases, it could not 
in equity be enforced in any case. But that notion the Court of Appeal 
protested against in German v. Chapman, as Wood, V.C., had pi y 
done in Mitchell v. Steward (14 W. R. 453; L. R. 1 Eq. 541, 547). In the 
present case the restrictive covenants had always been observed, except in 
a few instances of no real importance, and there had been no departure 
worth mentioning from the scheme originally adopted. The case there- 
fore fell within the principle of German v. Chapman, and not that of Duke 
of Bedford v. Trustees of the British Museum and Peek v. Matthews. Romer, 
J.’s, finding on the facts was clearly warranted by the evidence, and no 
grounds were shewn to disentitle the plaintiff to the relief he sought. 
The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CotnszL, 
Eve, Q.C., and EF. C. Macnaghten; Astbury, Q.C., and R. M. Bray 
Souicrrors, John Bartlett ; Jenkins, Baker, § Co. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


CREYKE rv. THE CORPORATION OF THE LEVEL OF HATFIELD CHASE 
—Romer, J., 5th May. 
DratwacGe ADVENTURERS—CoMMISSIONERS OF Sewers—EasEMENT—PvBLIC 
Dory. 


The defendants were the successors of Sir C. Vermuyden and other 
adventurers called ‘‘ participants,’’ who, in the reign of Charles I., under- 
took to drain and keep drained a district of low marsh land in Yorkshire 
lying between the rivers Don and Ouse, and comprising the Royal Forest 
of Hatfield Chase. In consideration of doing this they were granted one- 
third of the Royal lands, and subsequently the whole of them. One of the 
works carried out was an artificial river called the Dutch river, joining the 
river Don with the river Ouse near Goole. The Dutch river has raised 
banks, and in these banks are several sluices or “‘ cloughs”’ which are used 
for warping the neighbouring lands, that is, letting the river water flow 
in and deposit its silt upon them. The duties of the defendants with 
regard to the river and its banks had been recognized by various Acts of 
Parliament. The banks and river were, however, under the control of 
Commissioners of Sewers up to 1858, when that body ceased to exist. 
The plaintiff owned lands near the Dutch river, and he and his predecessors 
had for upwards of a century been accustomed, at inte , to warp 
their lands through one of these cloughs called the ‘‘ New Clough,”’ and 
had kept it in repair. This, however, appeared from the books of the 
Commissioners to have been done up to 1848 with their licence, obtained 
upon application of the owner of the lands for the time being. Since 
that date no further licence had been granted. In 1895, in order to 
prevent the plaintiff warping without their licence, the defendants con- 
structed a dam across the clough where it entered the Oure, and there- 
upon this action was brought for an injunction ; the plaintiff claiming 
either to be owner of the clough or to have an easement over it or irrevoc- 
able licence to use it for warping. 

Romer, J., dismissed the action. The participants were a public or 
quasi-public body, and had duties to perform which they could not 
delegate. They were the owners of the river and its banks, but they 
could not alienate any part of them, grant an easement over them, or an 
irrevocable licence to warp through them, so as to prevent them, the 
owners, fulfilling their public duties. Therefore no lost grant or 
irrevocable licence could be presumed. As to the claim by the plaintiff 
of having acquired a title to the clough under the Statute of Limitations, 
the acts of the defendants shewed they had never been out of jon, 
and the user of the plaintiff had been with the tacit of the 
defendants. Moreover there had never been such a continuoas user of the 
clough as was necessary under the es Act to support the 
plaintiff's claim. Cooper v. Straker (L. R. 40 Ch. D. 21), was distinguishable. 
—Counset, Eve, Q C., and Underhill ; Warmington, Q.C., Neville, Q C., and 
Hatfield Green, Sorrcrrok®, S. B. Somerville ; Seaton Taylor. 

[Reported by J. W. Grere, Barrister-in-law.) 





Winding-up Cases. 
KINGSTON COTTON MILLS CO. (LIM.)—C.A., No. 2, 8th and 18th May. 
Comrany—Winvine ve—Liantmrry or Avprrors—Misreasance—Baracn 
or Trust—Drvivenps--Payruent or Divrioenns ovr or Carrran— 

Comranres (Winprne-vr) Act, 1890 (58 & S44 Vier. co. 63), s. 10. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (reported 
ante, p. 144, and 44 W. R. 363, where the material facts are stated), 
holding the appellants, past auditors of the above-named company, guilty 
of misfeasance under section 10 of the Companies (Wi up) Act, 
1890, and liable to pay to the liquidator the amount of certain dividends 
improperly paid out of < mee On the 18th of May the court 
(Lindley, Lopes, and Kay) delivered judgment, which had been reserved 
on the Sth, and allowed the appeal. 

Lanpusy, L.J., said that the raised two questions—tirst, whether 
the —, yg failed in their duty to the company, and bo lable 
to m good money . , seoondly, whether ¢ 
remedy for the cicand Wacesh, of det wes wen ty a, entben bashend of tan 
summar under the Act of 1890. Tt had y — = 
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The section applied to breaches of trust and misfeasances by promoters 
directors, and other officers of a company. It did not extend to all cases 
in which an action for damages would lie. It was easy to imagine cases 
of breach of contract, trespass, negligence, or other wrongs, to which—as, 
indeed, had been decided—the section was inapplicable ; but his lordship 
knew of no authority to the effect that it would not apply where a mis- 
application of the company’s assets resulted from a breach by an officer 
of his duty to the company, and he could be made liable in an action at 
law or in equity for that breach. Such a breach of duty would be a 
‘* misfeasance’’ within the meaning of the section, a misfeasance in the 
nature of a breach of trust. That view was adopted by the Court of 
Fy in Re London and General Bank (43 W. R. 481; 1895, 2 Ch. 673). 
e@ appeal therefore could not succeed on that ground. But the 
real question in controversy was whether the appellants had been 
guilty of any breach of duty. To decide that it was necessary to 
consider what their duty was, and how they performed it or failed 
to perform it. The duty of auditors was very carefully considered in Re 
London and General Bank, and his lordship could not usefully add anything 
to what was there said. The substance of it was that an auditor had to 
examine the books, ascertain that they were right, and prepare a balance- 
sheet showing the true financial position of the company at the time; but 
that he was not an insurer, and was bound only to exercise a reasonable 
amount of care and skill. What was reasonable care and skill dependeil 
on the circumstances of each case. These were the general principles. 
An.auditor was bound to be reasonably careful, but not, in the absence of 
circumstances which ought to excite suspicion, to be suspicious. The 
complaint here was that the auditors had failed to detect certain 
frauds. There was no charge of dishonesty against them, but it was said 
they were careless. His lordship then stated the facts as they bore upon 
this part of the case. The auditors had taken the entry of the stock-in- 
trade at the beginning of the year from the last preceding balance-sheet, 
and the values of the stock-in-trade from the stock journal, stating (as was 
the fact) that the value was ‘‘ as per manager’s certificate.’’ They did not 
examine into the accuracy of the accounts themselves. They took the 
item from the manager, and stated in their balance-sheet that they had 
done so. His lordship could not see that the omission to check the 
er’s returns was a breach of duty. No one contended that it was an 
auditor’s duty to take stock. For details of the stock-in-trade he must 
rely on other people. Here the auditors relied on the manager, a man of 
high character and of unquestioned competence, and Vaughan Williams, 
J., had held that they were not to be blamed for doing so. It was true 
that, by comparing the stock journal with the other books, the auditors 
might have found out that the stock journal greatly over stated the 
amount and value of the stock in hand at the end of each year. But were 
the auditors wanting in reasonable care because they did not so test the 
manager’s returns? His lordship thought they were not, and no jury of 
business men would, he believed, take a different view.. No one ever 
thought of such a test until a later time, when suspicion had been aroused. 
In these circumstances the auditors showed no want of reasonable care. 
There was no apparent conflict between the manager’s duty and his 
interest. His position was not like that of a cashier, whose account of his 
receipts and payments could not reasonably be taken by an auditor without 
further inquiry. An auditor’s duty was not in law so onerous as the 
learned judge had held it to be ; and the order appealed against must be 
discharged. 

Lorzs, L.J., concurred. With reference to the decision in Re London 
and General Bank, to which he was a party, his lordship remarked that he 
should be very sorry to see the liability of auditors extended any further 
than it was in that case. He had, indeed, concurred m that decision only 
because there the auditors had concealed from the shareholders important 
facts which they had communicated to the directors. But auditors were 
not bound to track out ingenious and carefully laid schemes of fraud. 

Kay, L.J., delivered judgment to.the same effect.—Counset, Haldane, 
Q.C., Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and 7. H. Watson ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Rawlins, 
Q.C., and Marshali Hall. Soxicrrons, Collyer-Bristow, Russell, Hill, § Co. ; 
Robbins, Billing, § Co. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Bartister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
OSBORNE v. CHOCQUEEL—2Ist May. 
Anmais—Frrnocious Doe—Scienrer—Disposirion to Birs MAnxinp. 


This was an appeal from the Brompton County Court. The question 
was whether proof that a dog had bitten another animal was sufficient 
evidence of scienter to fix the owner with liability for injury committed by 
it upon a human being. The evidence of scienter was that the dog, while 
in the possession of a former owner, had, in company with another dog, 
chased and killed a goat. The county court judge held that this was 
sufficient evidence of scientcr, and gave judgment for the plaintiff. In 
the course of the argument the following cases were referred to: Applebee 
v. Percy (Li. R. 9 C. P. 647), Beck v. Dyson (4 Camp. 198), Worth v. Gilling 
(L. R. 2 C. P. 1), and Smith v. Great Eastern Railway Co. (L. R. 2 C. P. 4). 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russet, or Kittowen, C.J., and Wits, J.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Lord Russeit or Kittowen, C.J., said that he thought the law on this 
subject was in an unsatisfactory state. It would be much more intel- 
ligible if a man were to be responsible for whatever damage his dog did. 
The law had dealt with the matter in a particular class of case. It had 
been enacted that if a dog were to kill or injure sheep or cattle the owner 
should be liable, notwithstanding he was ignorant of any disposition in- 
the dog to attack animals. An attempt had been made by the introduc. 





tion of a Bill in Parliament to abolish proof of scienter in other cases, but 
it had not been successful. Looking at the law as it stood, it was im 
sible to arrive at any other conclusion than that there was not in this cagg 
sufficient evidence of scienter. Where a dog had bitten a man, in order to 
establish the liability of the owner, it was necessary to establish scienter on 
his part ; it had to be shewn that he knew that the dog was accustomed 
to either bite or bite at mankind. The county court judge jdid not fing 
that the deg had any ferocious disposition against mankind. All that he 
found was that the dog was ferocious with regard to animals, and he did 
not find that it ever attempted to bite mankind. The judgment of 
the learned judge was therefore wrong.—CounszL, Brooke Little ; Hawtin, 
Soxicrrors, 4. H. D. Nonweiler ; Thomson § Co. 


[Reported by C. G. Witprauam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE WATERWORKS CO. (Appellants) », 
SHARMAN (Respondent)—12th May. 


Possesston—Finpinc or ARTICLE ON Propvgrty or ANOTHER—RIGHT oF 
Fryper To Possession as AGAINST THE FREEHOLDER, 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from the judgment of the learned judge sitting 
at the Lichfield County Court. ‘The action was an action of detinug 
brought by the plaintiffs to recover from the defendant two gold ri 
found by the defendant in the Minster Pool, Lichfield. The plaintiffs in 
their action claimed the return of the rings, or £5, their value, and $1 
damages for their detention. The plaintiffs were the freeholders of the 
land covered by the Minster Pool, situate close to the Cathedral, Lichfield, 
The defendant was employed in August, 1895, with about forty other 
labourers, at the ordinary wages, to clean out the Minster Pool. The 
defendant, while so employed, found in the mud from the bottom of the 
pool the two gold rings which were the subject of the present action, and on 
demand by the plaintiffs he refused to deliver up the rings to them. Thé 
defendant afterwards gave the rings to the police authorities with a view 
to their discovering the original owner ; but the police were unable to find 
the owner, and they afterwards gave back the rings to the defendant, 
from whom they received them. The plaintiffs again demanded the rings, 
but the defendant refused to give them up ; and the plaintiffs then brought 
this action for the return of the rings. The learned county court judge 
decided, upon the authority of Armory v. Delamirie (1 Stro. 505) and 
Bridges v. Hawkesworth (21 L. J. Q. B. 75), that the defendant had a good 
title against all the world except the true owner. He gave judgment for 
the defendant, with leave to the plaintiffs to appeal. The plaintiffs now 
appealed. For the plaintiffs it was contended that as the land where the 
rings were found was the property of the plaintiffs, and as they had the con- 
trol of the land with the right to exclude the public therefrom, the presump- 
tion of law was that everything found tipon or under the land was in the 
possession of the plaintiffs, and that therefore the plaintiffs were entitled 
to the possession of the rings found upon or under their land, and that 
therefore the principles of the cases Armory v. Delamirie and Bridges ¥. 
Hawkesworth did not apply, but that the principles applicable were those 
laid down in the cases of Reg. v- Rowe (7 W. R. 236, 28 L. J. M. CO. 128), 
and Elwes v. Brigg Gas Co. (35 W. R. 192, 33 Oh. D. 562). For the defen- 
dant it was contended that the principle laid down in Armory v. Delamiris 
and Bridges v. Hawkesworth governed the case, and that there was no case 
where the mere ownership or possession of land raised such a presumption 
as was contended for by the plaintiffs as to the ownership or possession of 
any chattel found on the land, which had not become part of the freehold 
of the land. 

Tue Court (Lord Russert or Kintowen, C.J., and Wits, J.) were of 
opinion that as the rings were found on the land of the plaintiffs, on Jand 
over which the plaintiffs as owners had control, and from which they bad 
a right to exclude others, the case came within Elwes v. Brigg Gas Gy 
and that the true principles applicable were those stated in Pollock and 
Wright on Possession, pp. 40-41, where it was said: ‘‘ The possession of 
land carries with it in general, by our law, possession of everything 
which is attached to or under that land, and, in the absence of a better 
title elsewhere, the right to possess it also. And it makes no difference 
that the possessor is not aware of the thing’s existence. So it was held 
lately concerning a prehistoric boat imbedded in the soil (Ziwes v. Brigg 
Gas Co.). It is free to anyone who requires a specific intention as part of 
a de facto possession to treat this as a positive rule of law. But it seems 
preferable to say that the legal possession rests on a real de facto posses 
sion, constituted by the occupier’s general power and intent to exclude 
unauthorised interference,’ and that in accordance with these principles 
the possession of the rings was in the plaintiffs, who were entitled to sue 
ceed as against the finder. Judgment reversed.—Counser, W. Wills; 
Disturnal. Souicrrors, Burton, Yeates, § Hart, for Johnson, Barclay, John 
son, § Rogers, Birmingham ; Nelson § Son, for H. S. Chinn § Son, Lich 

[Reported by Sir Suznston Baker, Bart., Burrister-at-Law. |! 





Solicitors’ Cases, 
Re B, (A SOLICITOR)—C.A., No. 2, 22nd April. 


Soricrron—Brut or Costs—Taxation—Serrixp Account—Pxevious Pate 
MENT—AGREEMENT FoR Costs—Tue Souicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Viet, 
c. 73), 8. 41—Tue Soxicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. 
c. 44), 8. 8. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 355), wie 
the following circumstances. A client of Mr. B., a solicitor, took 

a summons against the solicitor for the delivery of bills of costs, 

have the same referred for taxation. For some ten years prior tol 

and from the time when the client was an undergraduate at the university 
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the solicitor had been engaged in procuring him money loans. It was 

between them, verbally, that the solicitor’s remuneration should 
be, not according to the usual scale charges, but a percentage on the 
sums advanced, on the ground of the special opportunities he possessed 
for obtaining loans. ‘The solicitor was in the habit of retaining the per- 
centage in question out of the sums advanced, and of furnishing his 
dient with cash accounts containing items of lump sums expressed to be 
for ‘costs ’’ or ‘agreed costs”’ or *‘on account of costs.”” The loans 
were made at a reasonable rate of interest, and the applicant meade no 
charge of fraud against the solicitor, nor imputed to him any improper 
conduct in the matter of the loans. The solicitor resisted the application 
on the following grounds: (1) Settled account; (2) Payment within 
section 41 of the Solicitors Act, 1843: Re Thompson (42 W. R. 462; 1894, 
1Q. B. 462); (3) Agreement for costs under the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act, 1881, s. 8. The previous payments would be at once referred back 
to the bill when delivered : Hitchcock v. Stretton (40 W. R. 555 ; 1892, 2 
Ch. 343) ; so the bill would be a paid bill. Chitty, J., made the usual 
order for delivery of bills of fees, charges, and disbursements, and for 
taxation thereof, with a direction to the taxing master to certify whether 
any and what agreements within the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act of 1881 
had been entered into between the solicitor and his client, and, if so, 
whether any and which of such agreements were or were not fair and 
reasonable. ‘The costs were reserved, and the solicitor was to have two 
months for delivery of his bills. The solicitor appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpuizy, Lorszs, and Kay, L.JJ.), without calling upon 
the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Linptey, L.J., after stating the facts and making some preliminary 
observations, said: We cannot hold that these were settled accounts 
inasmuch as there never has been any delivery of any bill of costs of any 
sort or kind. Counsel for the appellant has urged that they will be paid 
accounts when the bill is delivered under the order of the court, because 
the payments will then be held to refer to the bill, and that therefore it is 
premature to order taxation. I cannot follow that argument. There is 
no bill now before the court, there is no bill to which these payments can 
be referred. This is not like the case of Hitchcock v. Stretton (ubi supra), 
inwhich I think that perhaps Stirling, J., went a little too far in holding 
that on delivery of a bill of costs after the issue of the writ in the action 
payments made before the proceedings could be referred to it. I cannot 
help thinking that the real reason why Stirling, J., decided in this way 
was that when he came to see the bill of costs he could not find that there 
was anything at all which required taxation. I am quite satisfied that if 
he had thought these were improper payments he would have ordered 
taxation. As a matter of law I repeat I think that he went a little too far, 
though I do not say the decision was wrong; but I feel convinced that 
this explanation of his reason is the true one. It is said that because in 
Ex parte Heming (28 L. T. 144) we held that could be referred to a bill 
subsequently delivered that therefore we ought to stay our hands in this 
case; but that is an impossible contention, and the same observation 
applies to Re Thompson (ubi supra), where the court came to the conclusion 
that the payment could be referred to the bill of costs because the client 
had actually had the bill and bad been satisfied with it. Here we can 
exercise no judgment of that kind because we have no materials to enable 
ustodoso. The authorities only shew that a solicitor who pays himself 
by retaining and does not deliver a bill of costs cannot treat that reten- 
tio as payment. No authority to the contrary has been cited, and I 
cannot see that there has been here payment or settled account. The 
other point is different. It is said that it was wrong to order taxation 
because these accounts were written agreements within section 8 of the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. If there had been any agreement in 
writing within the Act, we should have to pay attention to it. If the 
circumstances are looked at, it is clear what the agreement was—viz., that 
the real agreement was a verbal agreement with this young man that Mr. 
B. should pay himself his costs in this way. Having our attention 
called to that [am not prepared to construe the words as we construed 
those in Re Frape (41 W. R. 417; 1893, 2 Ch. 284). In that case we held 
that if there were grounds for suspicion of unfairness, the court would 
order the taxing master to consider whether the agreement was fair and 
reasonable ; but in this case we are told that the agreement was only for 
“costs as agreed.’’? That expression does not look as if this document was 
the written agreement ; but rather as if it referred to some other agree- 
ment. The account refers to some antecedent agreement not embodied in 
that account, so that the decision in Re Frape (ubi supra) does not cover 
this cuse at all. I think that decision was quite right, and I will not 
throw any doubt upon it, but to extend that decision to a case where 
there is no agreement in writing would be a very different matter. The 
delay which has taken place is a further and a serious point. If by order- 
ing taxation we should be doing an injustice to Mr. B., or if owing to 
lapse of time he bad lost the materials for preparing his bill and could not 
comply with the order it would be different; but on his own evidence he 

in his possession ample materials for making it out, and there is 
nothing to shew that we should be doing any injustice in ordering him to 
doso. I have only one other word to say. When yon look at these 
charges they are very large sums; I do not say they are overcharges, but 
the difference between them and the scale fees is shewn by the evidence, 
and they are much larger than the usual charges made by solicitors. That 
Tequires investigation, and was quite enough to justify Chitty, J., and this 
court in making the order which has been made. That order is ed 
inthe manner which I have pointed out, and was quite right, and the 
Sppeal must be dismissed with costs. 
Lorrs, L.J., was of the same opinion, and said that, on the question of 
delay, if it had not a d from the evidence that Mr. B, was in a 
to preparea bill of costs, and had got the materials before him, 
Would have had great weight. But his lordship was inclined to think 








| must be delivered, so there is no statutory bar. 


that he had even got the bill itself ready, and that was the answer to the 
plea of delay. Another answer was that the agreement relied upon was 
somewhat unreasonable because of the excess in the amounts charged over 
the scale fees. The reason why Stirling, J., decided Hitchcock v. Stretton 
(ubi supra) as he did was because he felt that under the circumstances 
there was noth wrong, but that all was fair and right, and that 
to send the bill for taxation would have been a useless pepy 2 

Kay, L.J.—I am of the same opinion, but I will add a few words 
because this is a case which involves principles of great importance. In 
every case of an agreement between solicitor and client the court has 
always recognized that a solicitor can exercise great influence over his 
client, and it looks upon an ape ay no by the solicitor with great 
jealousy and care, and throws upon the solicitor the burden of shewing 
that it was fair and proper. ‘The Act of 1881 did not alter that, but 
recognized it in the inest ible terms. Where there is an agree- 
ment the court can refer that to the master to ascertain whether 
it is fair and reasonable, and if not it is not to be treated as binding 
upon the client. Is there here, in the first place, an agreement bin 
under the Act of 1881? The only thing in writing and signed, which 
what the Act requires, is a statement which in the first account is in 
these words : ‘* Costs of mo: as £35.”? In some of the latter 
ones it is ‘‘ agreed costs,” and so on. The appellant’s counsel argued 
that there you have on the face of the document an agreement that that 
is to be the amount of the costs. But he began by saying that there was 
a verbal agreement with this young man just after he attained twenty- 
one to the effect that when any money was borrowed the solicitor sho 
be paid 5 per cent. on the gross amount to cover his costs and commis- 
sion. That was theagreement on their part. Although it may have been 
difficult for the other side to set up that case, it is different when the 
solicitor tells us so himself, and it is quite plain that these documents 
refer to that agreement. They arenot in themselves the agreement, but 
they refer to an antecedent agreement to pay 5 per cent. for commission 
and costs, and the words ‘‘ costs of mortgage as agreed ’’ are completely 
explained. This was nota written agreement at all, it was a verbal agree- 
ment, and not in writing, and ought not to be binding on the client. It 
was said that that was not consistent with the decision in Re Frape (ubi 
supra), but I think it is consistent with it. It was astrong decision. I 
was a party to it. But it does not go so far as we are asked to go in this 
case. The question there was this. In an account which was signed by 
the client there was an item for ‘‘ agreed costs, £80’’ That document 
enabled the court to say that it was a sufficient description of all the 
costs incurred down to the date of that document (and there was no sug- 
gestion of any agreement outside that document), and that the ment 
was that £80 should be the amount payable for all these costs. That is 
quite different from the point now before us. This is not, on the face of 
the document, an agreement, but a reference to an antecedent verbal 
agreement which is not binding on the client. That completely 
distinguishes this case from Re Frape (ubi supra). This verbal agreement 
was entered into with the client when he was just of age. The 
court will look very carefully at an agreement even if it has been 
signed; but the true result of this is that there was no agreement. 
There is not enough to satisfy the Act of 1881, and we must treat it 
as if there was no signed agreement. If we had to look into it 
further, I should say that the agreement, whether written or not, requires 
most careful investigation, because the first account does not refer to any 
agreement. It says ‘‘ costs as to loan £30.’’ That was a loan of £600 
made by one of the leading insurance societies in London. The account 
is made out by the society thus—*‘ costs of investigation of title.’’ There- 
fore the investigation was not made by Mr. B., but by the solicitors 
of the society. On looking at the scale it appears that the only charge 
Mr. B. could have made was 1 per cent., which would have amounted 
to £6, instead of which he has charged £30. That seems to me to be an 
exorbitant charge, which would quite justify the court in inquiring 
whether it was a fair and reasonable agreement. Then it was said that 
there had been payments of these accounts. I asked whether there had 
ever been a case in which retention had been held to be paymert where 
no bill of costs had been delivered, and here no bill has been delivered up 
to thismoment. The answer was no; but there are cases where a bill has 
been delivered after the retention, and has been kept for some time with- 
out rejection, and the retention has been held to refer to that bill, and 
treated as payment. Other cases are said to have gone further than that. 
As, for instance, Hitehcock v. Stretton (ubi supra), before Stirling, J., where 
after the action had begun the bill was for the first time delivered, and 
the learned judge thought himself bound to treat that as referable to the 
retention which had been made before any proceedings had been com- 
menced or any bill delivered. With great deference to Stirling, J., I 
should not have so decided. I do not think that anything warrants us in 
going that step further than we did in Re Frape (udi supra), and we are 
asked to go even further than the decision in Hitchcock v. Stretton (ubi 
supra), and to hold that a bill delivered under the order of the court will 
relate back and make all these retentions payments. Even if Hitchcock v. 
Stretton (ubi supra) was right, this would be to carry it a great deal further. 
I entirely dissent from the argument that delivery of a bill under this 
order would make that payment which is not payment now. I cannot 
follow that argument. ‘hen it is said that this isa settled account, but 
the same answer as is given to the eres of an agreement is conclu- 
sive. There is one item which the t has had no opportunity of inves- 
tigating. He bas not agreed in any way binding on him to make a pay- 
ment of that item, and no bill has mn delivered, and it cannot be treated 
as a settled account. It is urged that the respondent is coming a long 
time after the event. There is no Statute of Limitations which applies, 
and the Act of 1881 says not a word as to the time within which a bill 
But still there has been 
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. The first account. was in 1885, and we are now in 1896. 
added to that that the solicitor is in a ee difficulty, that 
his vouchers and cannot make out a bill, there would be great 
argument ; but we have it that he has the materials, and that 
actually made out a draft bill. So there is no difficulty of 
. This isa matter between solicitor and client, and of a client very 
hands of the solicitor, and I do not feel disposed to say that 
c ion of delay is enough to make the order of Chitty, J., improper. 
that the father’s action was quite right, although the son is 
what he would not have pb without it. [His lordship 
order, and continued :—] If the taxing master finds that 
been an agreement which is binding under the Act of 1881, he 
tax the bill in relation to that agreement, but he cannot tell until he 
the bill whether the agreement is reasonable or not. Seeing that the 
solicitor has all the materials, it is rather extraordinary that he should 
venture to interfere with an order which is reasonable, right, and proper. 
The appeal fails, and must be dismissed, with costs. Appeal dismissed. 
—CounseL, Scrution ; Farwell, Q.C., and Sington. So1acrrors, Peard § 
Son ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for 4. § G. W. Fox, Manchester. 


TReported by W. SHattcross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The following is the seventy-ninth report of the board of directors to 
the annual general court, held on the 28th of May, 1896, Sidney Smith 
Eaq., in the chair :-— 

1. The directors have the pleasure of submitting a report of their 

ings and the accounts for the past twelve months. 

2. The funded property of the association now consists of the following 
investments, viz :— 


Consols (2? per Cent.) . £22,48011 9 
India 3 per Cents. . , 5,000 0 0 
India 34 Cents. ; . F ‘ 1,500 0 0 
Great Indian Peninsula Railway Stock . ‘ 2,500 0 0 
East Indian Railway Co. (Annuity Class B, 

costing £6,837 10s.) ‘ , : : 307 13 9 


3. The receipts of the association for the year now ending are as follows : 

Dividends on the above investments, £1,222 4s. 9d.; life and annual sub- 

i for the like period, £357, making the total receipts of the 
association £1,579 4s. 9d. for the year. 

4. The directors have distributed £980 amongst 22 members’ cases, and 
£250 amongst 20 non-members’ cases, making the total relief granted 
1,230. 

. The directors have with deep regret to report the deaths during the 
year of the following members of the association :—Mr. Thomas 
Mr. H. L. L. Hussey, Mr. Charles Shepheard, and Mr. George 


t 


“ 


or 


pt 


6. By the regulations of the association, the president, vice-president, 

, directors, and auditors for the ensuing year are to be elected 

at the present meeting. The directors suggest that one of the three 
auditors should be a chartered accountant. 

7. The directors feel that, having regard tothe highly beneficial opera- 
tion of the association in the past, and the strong financial footing upon 
which it now stands, they may well again urge upon the metropolitan 
members of the profession the desirability of their earnest pereonal efforts 
and support towards the promotion of ite interests. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Howoves Examination. 

April, 1896. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admiscion on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court the examination committee recom- 
mended following as being entitled to honorary distinction : — 

Friest Crass. 
{In Order of Merit. ] 

Sreruzs Must, B&Sc., LL... who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Robert Pearce, of the firm of Meers. Baylis & Pearce, of London. 

Hazoip Grozcz Downrx, LL B.. who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Joseph Edmund Sheppard King, end Mr. Alexander Davi Kemp, 
both of London. 


Guozce Gostrxc Piawt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Challinor, of the firm of Mesers. Challinors, of Hanley, Staffordshire. 
Szcomp Crass. 
In Alphabetical Order. ]} 
LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 


, Who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert 
ere ne Aiees Oe Se 
Harold Coster Dryland, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 


Coster oe , 
pnd mw Herron, M_A., L:.M., who served his clerkship with Mr. 


Henry Robert Hodgkinson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Smith, 
oe & Co., of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of 

don. 

William Samuel Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Lewis Rees 
Thomas, of Carnarvon. 

George Kyle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Archer, of the 
firm of Dickson, Archer, & Thorp, of Alnwick; and Messrs. Harman, 
Ward, & Collier, of London. 

William Mark Pybus, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Mark 
Pybus, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Percy Coleman Simmons, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Lewis Arnold, of London. 

Elias Millward Watts, who served his clerkship with Mr. Barth Gidley, 
of the firm of Messrs. G. Gidley & Son, Plymouth. 


Turep Cass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 

Nathaniel Barrett Warner Bromley, B.A., who served his clerkship with 
a George Fitch, of the firm of Messrs. Clapham, Fitch, & Co., 

mdon. 

Alfred Dods, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, 
Prichards, & Barham, of London. 

Tom Haynes Duffell, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Newlands & 
Newlands, of Jarrow, and Newcastle-on-Tyne ; and Mr. Arthur Smith, of 
Birmingham. 

— Fraser, who served his clerkship with Mr. Percy Charles Ray, of 
ndon. 

Rowland Guthrie Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Millard, and Mr. William Robert Davies, both of Dolgelly ; and Mr. Daniel 
Jones, of London. 

Howard Lawrance, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Hart 
Myers, and Mr. John Abercrombie Holdsworth, of London. 


class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. S. Miall—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s Inn— 
value about £10; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas, 

To Mr. H. G. Downer—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford's 
Inn—value 10 guineas ; and ‘‘ The John Mackrell Prize’’—value about £12, 

To Mr. G. G. Plant—Prize of the Honourable Society of New Inn— 
value 10 guineas. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Forty-five candidates gave notice for the examination. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 6th and 7th May, 
1896 :— 

Adam, Harold Edward 
Aldred, John Alexander 


Jones, Daniel Milton 
Jones, Howard Mercer 


Appleton, Charles Egerton Kennard, Harry 
Aubrey, Charles Henry Kitson, Walter Kinlock 
Atkinson, John William Lee, Herbert 


Liell, Leonard William 
MacKenzie, Edwin 
McNaughtan, Edward Dickson: 
Maples, Kenneth James 
Metchim, Edgar Ralph 


Bailey, John Norman 
Baker, Frederick Isaac 
Baker, Thomas Ernest 
Berger, Capel Colquhoun 
Blake, Burton Lovewell. 


Briscoe, Richard Brown Moore, Arthur 
Bull, Alfred Morris, Lionel Arthur 

urman, William Ernest Morris, William George Wingate 
Burton, Reginald Munk, Henry Wadsworth 


Neale, Charles Amos 
Newton, Lancelot 

Olley, George Henry 
Peach, Henry William 
Pearce, Charles Worth 
Pearce, Cyril Harvey 
Piggin, Stirtevant 
Pitcairn, Arthur Alexander 


Carden, Philip Sidney 
Cleaver, Harold Willoughby 
Coghlan, Charles Wilfred 
Cooper, William Henry 
Davies, Morgan 

Davies, Reginald de Mornay 
Dewhurst, Norman 

Dimes, Percy Etty 


Dowley, Arthur Edward Pook, Charles Henry Oliver 
Drury, John Thorn Rawlings, Thomas Warne 
Duncalf, Frank Maydew Rawson, Alfred Cooper 


Eames, Alexander Richardson, Llewellyn Stuart - 


Edington, Harry Conway Ryland, Henry Montagu 
Forward, Cecil ompson, Walter Anderton 
Frisby, Basil Vincent Timmins, Thomas Buckley 


Townsend, Charles Lucas 
Walmisley, Elyard Featherstone 
Weston, Horace Ainsworth 
White, Francis George 

White William Prinsep 
Wickins, Samuel 

Wilkinson, Lancelot 

Wright, Harold Kentish 


Fry, Edward Houghton 

Gash, Percy Reginald Frederic 
Griffith, Arthur Lloyd 

Heath, Percy Melville 

Hoyle, Henry 

Hulme, Thomas 
Jacomb-Hood, Walter George 
Jayne, Ronald Garland 

Jol , Jobn Francis Fielder 








On the 21st inst., in the House of Commons, in reply to Mr. — 


Webster, the Attorney-General said he was not in a position to state 


final results of the recommendations of the judges in regard to ti 


system by which election were tried, but the whole matter 





James byt allan fa of the firm of Mezers. Alsop, Stevens, Harvey, & 


be inquired into by a committee. In these circumstances it was not 
able to make any statement on the subject. 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given © 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


‘Mr. Watrer J. Payne, solicitor, of 11, Queen Victoria-street, has been 
sppointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 





CHANGE IN PARTNERSHIP. 


Mr. Cuartes Everett, solicitor, of 124, Chancery-lane, London, has 
taken into partnership Mr. G. Epmunp Hopexrnson, and the style of the 
firm will be Everett & Hodgkinson. 





GENERAL. 


The New York correspondent of the Times telegraphs that the Supreme 
Court of the United States has given a decision in the Horsa case which is 
likely to interfere seriously with filibustering expeditions to Cuba. The 
Horsa was a vessel fitted out with arms and men, but claimed immunity 
on the usual ground that the shipment of arms is not illegal, and that the 
men who sailed on her formed no armed expedition such as, under the 
neutrality laws of the United States, may be stopped. The captain of the 
yessel was found guilty in the court below, and his conviction is now 
affirmed by a majority of the Supreme Court. 


At a meeting of the Corporation of London on the 21st inst. Mr. Millat 
Wilkinson, chairman of the Law and City Courts Committee, replying to 
nestions, said Mr. Commissioner Kerr, the judge of the City of London 

urt, suggested some time back that the sittings of that tribunal should 
be continuous instead of, as theretofore, three days a week, and the 
Corporation assented, and increased the judge’s stipend from £105 to 
$500, so that, if need be, he might provide assistance in the discharge of 
his duties. For the last two months the judge, under, it was stated, his 
doctor’s advice, had not sat more than three days a week, but he continued 
to draw the additional salary granted in consideration of the continuous 
sittings. The matter was engaging the cerious attention of the com- 
nittee. 


The American Law Register says that in a recent decision the Supreme 
Court of Missouri has placed itself on record as once more espousing @ 
doctrine in the law of evidence that it had formerly maintained, but had 
itlater years repudiated. The case is that of Slate v. Silbey (338. W. 
Rep. 167), and in it the majority of the court express it as their opinion 
that, while general reputation for unchastity is a ground for impeaching 
the veracity of a female witness, there is no basis for the application of 
the same rule in the case of a male witness. The opinion is not very 
fwly considered, and its weight as an authority is weakened by the fact 
that three of the judges dissented from the views expressed by the majority 
of the court. 

At the Congregation of the University of Cambridge on the 21st inst. 
thereport of the Special Board for Law as to the regulations for the 
degree of Master of Law, requiring that a candidate for that degree should 
mbmit to the degree committee of the Special Board for Law a disserta- 
tion that he has composed upon some branch of law or of the history or 
philosophy of law to be approved by the committee, was carried by a 
large majority, the numbers not being taken. The further recommenda- 
tion toat for the degree of LL.D., instead of keeping an Act as at present, 
the candidate shall send to the chairman of the Special Board of Law a 
copy of the original contributions to the advancement of the science and 
study of law upon which his claim to the degree is based, such contribu- 
tions to be submitted to the degree committee for their approval, was also 
carried by 65 placet to eight non placet. 


The New York World eays that Mrs. Clara Shortridge Foltz was pre- 
sented for admission to the New York bar by Gen. Benjamin F. Tracy, at 
the noon sitting of the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court. In the 
last ten years Mrs. Foltz has gaincd an enviable reputation in California. 
She was the first woman admitted to the Hastings College of Law, an 
adjunct of the University of the State of California, and then only after a 
long contest before the courts. Asa stump speaker she has been heard 
i the last five campaigns in California, and in 1892 was the candidate of 
the People’s party for city and county attorney. ‘‘I have come to New 
York to practise law,” said Mrs Foltz, in her offices in Temple-court, 
“because { feel that it opens a field so much larger than the West offers. 
Taim to do as much criminal work as I can. 1 shall be sworn in to- 
morrow.”’ 


The following is a revired list of commission days for the summer 
usizes as now officially fixed :—Oxford Circuit (Justices Hawkins and 
Oollins)—Reading, Tuesday, June 16; Oxford, Friday, Junel9; Worces- 
ter, Tuesday, June 23; Cheltenham, Monday, June 29; Monmouth, Mon- 
day, July 6; Hereford, Friday, July 10; Shrewsbury, Tuesday, July 14; 
Stafford, Tuesday, July 21; Birmingham, Tuesday, July 28. Midland 
Orreuit (Justices Wills and Grantham)—Aylesbury, Monday, June 15; 
Bedford, Thursday, June 18; civil business, Saturday, June 20; Nor- 

pton, Monday, June 22; civil business, Wednesday, June 24; 
ter, Friday, June 26; civil business, Monday, June 29; Oakham, 
Thureday, July 2; Lincoln, Friday, July 3; civil business, Monday, July 

; Derby, Thursday, July 9; civil business, Monday, July 13; Notting- 
bam, Friday, July 17; Warwick, Wednesday, July 22. 

Py Oross presided on the 21st inst. overa meeting to receive the report 
the provisional committee of the Inns of Court Mission. The report 
ed that considerable difficulty had been found in choosing a suitable 

for work, but the committee had finally decided to recommend the 
between Holborn and the Strand, extending from Lincoly’s-ina- 


fields to Charing-cross-road. ‘There was here a very large population, 


consisting partly of artisans and to a considerable extent of 
‘lower and poorer classes. It was proposed to assist the clergy in religious, 
social, and educational work, somewhat on the lines of the Oxford House 
in Betbnal-green. It was pro to hire an ‘‘ Inns of Court Mission- 
house,’’ or in default of suitable premises to erect an iron room close to 
the clerical warden’s house. Canon Ainger, Mr. Baron Pollock, and Mr. 
arn Bruce spoke in support of the movement, and the report -was 
opted. 


At the North London Police Court onthe 21st inst., says the Times, 
James Ledbrook, debt collector, of Springfield-road, Stoke Newington, 
was summoned at the instance of the Incorporated Law Society for pre- 
tending to be a solicitor, con to the statute. Mr. Humphreys 
prosecuted, and in detailing the facts said that in July last a Mr. J. F. 
Quinn, an engineer, of Westerfield-road, Tottenham, incurred a debt with 
Dr. F. Godfrey of £4 6s. 6d. for professional attendance. That amount 
was not paid as quickly as it might have been. In Jannary Quinn 
received a visit from a person believed to be the defendant, who said that 
the debt had been placed in his hands for collection. An arrangement 
wasthen made for payment by instalments at the rate of 10s. a month, 
but this arrangement was not adhered to. On February 5 defendant 
wrote to Quinn saying, ‘‘ Unless I receive an order for last month’s 
instalment at once I shall take proceedings.” The defendant followed 
thie letter up by sending a “‘ final demand’’ for the money. This was 
printed on blue paper, and headed ‘‘The County Court Act.” It again 
threatened proceedings in case of non-payment, and was signed by the 
defendant. Anyone who was not a lawyer would suppose that the latter 
notice really came from the county court itself. The defendant’s reply to 
the charge was that he had never said in letters that he was a solicitor. 
Mr. Bros said that might be so. A person might, however, lead others to 
suppose that he wasa solicitor without actually saying so. Defendant 
then said that he only did as other debt collectors did. Anyone could 
take out a summons ina county court. Fora solicitor to do so was the 
exception rather than the rule. Mr. Bros: Then if you have been in the 
habit of issuing county court summonses on behalf of other persons you 
have been perpetually breaking thelaw. Mr. Humphreys said that they 
were aware that many laymen did practise in the county court, but that 
was the system which the Law Society were endeavouring to break down. 
Mr. Bros said it was very important that this sort of thing should be put 
an end to. He imposed a penalty of 40s., or in default of distress 14 days’ 
imprisonment. Mr. Humphreys asked for costs. Mr. Bros said he had no 
objection to the society taking half the penalty as costs, but he should 
not impose avy further costs. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistsars 1x ArrsyDaNcE oO” 


Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
sg No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Carri Pugh Ward 
Lavie Beal Pemberton 
i nm Pugh Ward 
Lavie Beal Pemberton 
i D Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srravina. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Clowes Mr. Leach Mr. 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach 
Jackson Godfrey Ralt 








HIGH COURT OF 


JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 

Masters in CHANCERY. 

For Trinity Sittings, 1896. 

A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Johnson until the llth of July in- 
clusive, after that day Master Pollock until the end of the sittings. 

G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Macdonell; Tues- 
days, ‘Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Walton. 

UO to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tues- 
days, ‘Thursdays, aud Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 

A to F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Pollock are to be made returnable before Master Johnson until 
Saturday, 11th July, inclusive. After that date all applications by sum- 
mons or otherwise iu actions assigned to Master Johnson are to be made 
returnable before him iu his owu room, No. 110, at 11.30 a.m. on Mon- 
days, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

G to N—All applications by summons or ctherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Butler are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 112, at 11.30 a.m. ou Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assi 

to Master Manley Smith are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 114, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, ‘Thursdays, and Saturdays, up 
to the 11th July, inclusive. After that date, and until the end of sittings, 
——- are to be made returnable before the Masters in Chambers in 
this Division. 





The parties are to meet in the ante-room of Masters’ Chambers, and the 


; sumMonees will be inserted ip the printed list for the day after the stm. 
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monses to be heard before the Master sitting in Chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the Master in the same manner as 


if they were returnable at Chambers. 


By Orper or THE Masrsnrs. 


tote ey Wiltinn J 


solors to liq 


their names and 








Wakrnrnc To rntENDING House Purcnasers AND Lesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a alaee: os 2 guineas ; 
AvvT 


(Established 1875 


country by arrangement. 


liquidator 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fripay, May 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Lnoorep my CHancery. 


Br Tar Cycuz ayp Geyerat Excixernixe Co, Liurrep (1x ne ee are 
their names and particulars of 
Hamilton Weller, 155, Fenchurch st. V; andepemp & Eve, 


required, on or event J 29, to 
their debts or claims, to W. 
lane, solors for liquidator 


5, Philpot 
Curmists’ AssoctaTIox, a - oe up, presented May 12, directed to be 
Co, 6, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry, agents for 
~ See petner. Notice of appearing must reach the 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 2 
Feirers Earta Misixe Co, oye ee os eee uired, on or 


heard on Wednesday, June 3. Ma 
Oppenheim & Malkin, Liverpool, 
above-named 


before July 1, to send their names 
claims, to E. F. & 


to Herbert Jackson, 53, Coleman st. 
solors to liquidator 


, Yorks. May 4 


E.C. Notice of appearing 
afternoon of June 6 


the afternoon of June 2 


eir names Bg 
Womersley, 1, Piccadilly, 
req liquidator 

rticulars of their debts or 
- Landon, 53, New Broad st, their names and addresses, 
cott, 27 and 28, Old Jewry. 





Great Saxpstosz Ustrep Gop Mryzs Syxpicatz, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on liqui 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Frivar, May 22. 
Brg sesame ORDERS. 


Auzess, B, d, Cigarette Importer High Court Pet 
ye Ord May 19 

Azpes, Freneric« Vic tor, Crumpsall, Manchester, Oil 
Merchant Manchester Pet April21 Ord May 18 

Asucrort, Jzssz — Manchester Salford Pet 
April 30 Ord May 19 | 

wer 5 Ty Bradford, Yorks Bradford Pet Jan 10 


y2 ' 
Barsos, Feepexicx Witwitam, Alfriston, Sussex LEast- | 
bourne Pet May6 Ord May 19 
Buzsxts, Taomas, Kingston upon 
ston upon Hull Pet May i Ord May 
Baauweit, i, Wincaen, JAMES Resreuen, = Wir | 
Brauwe.t, Chesterfield, Fishmongers Chesterfield | 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
Caza, Wituram, Preston, Lancs, Farmer Preston Pet | 
May 2) Ord May 2) 
Cuaruas, Cuanies Geecorr, Forest Hill, Kent, Builder | 
1 Pet March 13 Ord May 19 
Ccurrpzs, Jous, op Wores, Gardener Worcester 
Pett May 2) Ord May & 
Dasters, Jons, Aberayun, "Glin Grocer Neath Pet 
May 2 Ord May ®) 
Davies, Joss, Monkton, Pembrokes, Tailor Pembroke 
Dock Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
Davies, Tuomas O1sver, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
Deazpzs, Oswato, Bury, Grocer Bolton Pet May 18 
Ord May 18 
D’geewco, Arrure, Stoke Newington, Merchant High 
Court Pet May 4 Urd May 19 
De Saticeto, Marquis Lect, Bi ood Hall, nmr Chester- 
field High Court Pet April 21 Ord May 19 
Doveutr, Casaizs Jons, Ludlow, Salop, Wine Merchant 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
Devsacer,RB, & Co, N ~~ ee a Manufacturers 
Northam Pet May7 Ord May 
Eow azos, Davin, C iifynydd, nr Pontypridd, Grocer 
Pont: Pet May18 Ord May 18 
iwright Maid- 


Forp, Hozace, Laddingford, Kent, 
mone Pet May 19 Ord May 19 | 

Gonos, Eowsnv, South Dare ath, Kent, Miller Rochester 
Pet = wrd May 2 


Gourzsstt, Rorect, Leeds Leeds Pet May 18 Ord 


18 

Geace, Matrurw, Rishton, Lanes, Collier Blackburn 
Pet May 2) 0Ord May 

Hastixes, Acrecp Gaszotser, New Cavendish st High 
(oart Peden 7 Ord e “~ 

Hirwe, Caazies Paeornicx, kney, Patentee High 
Court Pe May is Ord May 14 

Howser. Mary Maxta, Peemigten, Tete, Milkselier 

Northallerton Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
J scams, Bsveexr, Seatrborvagh, Parniture Dealer Scar- 
Pet May 19 rd May 19 

Jzrreat, Growoe Hesev, Mosterton, Dorset, Farmer 
Yeow Pet May is urd May 16 

Latuam, Wictiex Hever, . Lanes, Boiler Coverer 

Pet May 16 Ord May 14 

Lawexsce, b yes Pecornicn, Beyewater, Clerk High 
Corart Pet May? Ord May 16 

Maatis, Astuce Jsutt, Landgor’, Hants, Grocer Porte- 
merath Pet May % Ord May is 

ML stt068, Devin Boerers, Liverpool 
May 19 (rd May 9 

Meter 100, J 2mas, Viebet Tatn, Kendal Kendal Pet May 
DD Ord May D 

Orin, Yorecar Wrsaon, jan, Little Neston, ‘Cheshire, 
Greeer Virkesiesd YA Maz % Ord May 16 

Rucmsevwon, Bence, Brighton, bailder Brighton Pet 
Apr Uri May BD) 


Liverpool Pet | 


| Maas, 








Vartey, Sauvet, peaeeet, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet 
May 18 Ord May18 

| Watt, Ricnwarp, a Derby, Woolstapler Derby 
Pet May8 Ord Ma 

Wourrevock, Taomas, Fo! estone, Tobacconist Canterbury 
Pet May 19 Ord May 1 

| Witi1ams, AgTHUR oem Bridgend, Glam, Clerk Car- 
diff Pet May15 Ord May 16 

Witutaas, J P, Trebanog, ee Sy tanee Ponty- 
pridd Pet May7 ‘Ord Ma 


Amended notice substituted Ap that published in the 
London Gazette of May 12 :— 


Boswortn, Georce Romeo, Worcester, 
Worcester Pet May8 Ord May 8 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
L., London st, Cigar Merchant High Court Rec 
Ord April 8, 1896 Rese May 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AisswoetTH, Wittiam Newsouip, Morley, Yorks, Contrac- 
tor May 29at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, i Batieg 

Appiesy, AeTuur James, Garston. Lanes, Baker June 2 
ati2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

| Anrowssiru, Aztave, Liverpool, Ironfounder June 3 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Bittox, on, Barrow. on Humber, Master Bricklayer 

30 at 11.30 . Off Rec. 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Brows, Mary Axs Lypia, Wi os May 
30 at 11.30 Off Ree, 45 penhagen st Worcester 

Burvee, Everett Uswis, 6 wick, Clerk ‘June 3 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 36, Princes st, pswich 

Cuzstsey, Evisau, Holt, Norfolk, Carpenter May 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 8, King st, st, Norwich 

Dzarpex, Oswatp, Bury, Lancs, Grocer ‘June 8 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Detver, Cuarces, Stretford, Lancs, Accountant June 3at 
2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


Fish Dealer 





45, King William st, E.C. Marcus & 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Frrenpty Unron Society. Cow lane Chapel Schoolroom, Coven’ 
Puriantsropist Lopes, G.U.0.0.F. Faiznpiy Society, Market 
Lanes. May 5 
Sick anp Buriat Society, Woolpack Inn, Brickfield, Rochdale, Lancs. May 5 
SusPENDED For Turek Monrss. 
Perseverance Lopes, G.U.O.0.F. Frizxpiy Society, Red Lion Hotel, Hall lane, Brad. 


London Gazetite.—Turspay, May 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 





Evans, Jous, Middles' Cycle A June 3 at 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, esborou, 

Erne, Esocu, Gt Grimby May 30 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Os- 
borne st, Gt Grimsby 


Forp, Horace, Laddingtord, Kent, eet June 3 
at 10.20 Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidsto: 

Feasxisn, Georce, Kingston upon Hall, Hall, Bootmaker May 
Mat il Off Rec, Trinity 

Gortz, Huco, and Herwasw _—— Ce Mer- 
o— Jane 3 at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st st, Man- 
chester 

Hawes, Kowanp Atrazep, Hethersett, Norfolk, Grocer 
May 29 at4 Off Rec, #, King st, Norwich 

Hoot, Atrzev Geora«, Gillingham, Kent, Moulder June 
latiz 115, High st. Rochester 

Jauizesos, Dozoray am, Stockton on Tees June 3at 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Mascu 4, Whitechapel, 

kruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Newros, Janes Euxest, Wallington, Surrey, Mercantile ! 
Clerk Jane 1 at 1120 24, Railway app, London 
bridge, 8 KE 

Nicnovss, Loewertys Wituias, Merthyr zeae, Colliery 
Kogineman May 2 at 12 65, High st, Merthyr 


Tyofll 
Rens, Lewis, Aberavon,Glam May 2) at 12 Off Rec, 31, 
Alexander rd, Swansea 
| Biter, Gronmon Witssan, svamenten, Fox Yorks, Farmer May 
@Matil Off Kec, 6, Pondterr, Wakefield 
Sawrven, Jons, Twylord, Berks, Butcher May 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy Office, Oxford 


Laspav, Grocer June 1 at 12 


| Saxauixe, Atrnen Janes, Lee, Kent, Wheelwright May 
e 


Bat ii w@ 2, Railway app, London bri 
Sarrn, Witstan Fiamtxocey, Kingston upon Hull. Tailor 
May at li Off Ree, Trinity House In, Hall 
Szarina, Banners, Piceadilly May 2 at 11 Bankruptcy | 


bidgs, Carey st } 
mene s. Kowsxo, Bournemouth High Court | Tavion, Avyano, Bradford, Yorks, if — Kell | 


% Ord May 19 


May ® at 11 Off Kee, 21, Manor 


their names 


iculars of their debts or 
don, 53, New Broad a“ 


and particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles C. tet 
jough, 47, Broad st avenue, solors for 


, Warwick. Ma: a 
iotel, Mesnes st, 


Liwttrep 1s CHANCERY. 


Brewery Jornt Stock soe ig Luuitep—Petn for bag eB ne: 1 Ferrata’ May May 19, 
to be heard on Monday, June8. Vallance & Co, 


‘ouse, Geo: 
must reach the above-named not sates than 2 o’clock in his 


Gaeat ny Gotp Mixixe Co, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented May 14, 
ted to be heard on Wi allance & C 
yd, E.C.- “Notice of appearing must reach the sbeve-asmned not later than 6 o'clock in 


y, June 3, ‘0, Lombard House, 


MancuesTer CHARTEREBS, ;evapne-Cualiase are my , on or before June 24, to send 
addresses, and particulars of 


eir debts or claims, to Frederick 
Manchester. Ormerod & Allen, Manchester, solors for 


Russian Spratr’s Patent, Lusirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send 


and iculars of their d debts or claims, to Thomas South. 
5 & Co, 1 and 2, George st, Mansion House, solors to 


bea ek Harry, Norwich, Draper May 29 at3 
ré) 8, King st, Norwich 

VABLEY, ner Bradford, Yorks, Grocer June 4 at ll 
Off 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Wanwick, Tuomas, Carlisle, Picture Frame Maker May 
29 at 12 Off Rec, 29, Lowther st, Carlisle 


Amended Notice substituted ' that published in the 
London Gazette of March 6: 


Scorr, Atice, Broadstairs, Kent, Spinster May 29 at 3.20 
72, High st, Ramsgate 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ArnswortTs, Sauk, Sie. Salop, Farmer Madeley 
Pet Aprill5 Ord May 

Arpey, Frepserick Warne, tae, Oil Merchant 
Manchester Pet April 21 Ord May 18 

Asucrort, Jesse Houtanp, Manchester Salford Pet 
April 30 Ord May 20 

Batuurst, CHARLES , aoe, Surrey, Builder 
Croydon Pet May8 Ord May 15 

Buey«ix, Txomas, Kingston uoon Hull, * ames Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May18 Ord May 18 

Buvetr, Huca Nutcomse, Walbrook High Court Pet 
March 10 Ord May 19 

Breamwe.i, WivuiaM. sen, James Bramwe ce, and Witttas 
BgaMWE&LL, jun, Chesterfield, Fishmongers Chest 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Carr, Witiiam, Bamber Bridge, Lancs, Farmer Preston 
Pet May 20 Ord'May 20 

Cattie, Bexsamix, Winton, Hants, Licensed Victualler 
Poole Pet April 23 Ord May 15 

Cuprer, Jonx, Comhampton, Worcester, Gardener Wor- 


cester Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Dasi&ts, Jone. Aberavon, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet May 
20 y 20 

Davies, Jouy, mare. Ue Pembs, Tailor Pembroke Dock 
Pet May 19 O yl 

Dearpey, hang Bury, a Grocer Bolton Pet May 
18 Ord y 18 

Drxox, Evizasets, Shrewsbury Shrewsbury Pet May 2 
Ord May 18 

Doveaty, -, bom Joux, Ludlow, a. Wine Merchant 
Leominster Pet May 19 Ord Ma ‘= 

Eowaros, Davin, ynydd, nr eee, Grocer 
Pontypridd Pet May 18 Ord May 

Gomessat, Rowert, Leeds Pet May 18. Onl 

18 

Gace, Marruew, Rishton, Lanes, Collier Blackbum 
Pet May 18 vu 20 

Garris, Witt1am, Canford Magna, Dorsetshire, Builde 
Poole Pet April 20 Ord May 14 

Hine, Cuarces Saccamee, Hackney, Patentee High 
Court Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Honxey, Many Manta, Bcompton, Yorks, Milkseller Nor- 
thallerton Pet May19 Ord May 19 

Jacxsox, Rosgrt, Scarvorough, Peraivane Dealer Seat- 
borough Pet May 19 Ord May 1 

Jevveny, Lert +e messonn, D Dorsetshire, Farm 
Yeovil Pet May1s Or y 18 

Laruen, Wii yan s uNRY, » Resmay. fe {ancs, Boiler Coverer 
Burnley Pet May 18 yl 

Mantis, , Anrave Fasies, op mt Hants, Grocer Porte 
Mout ‘et y 

McDowxa.o, Waasen, @ Gloucester, Tailor Gloucester Pa 
Ma O 18 

McQuepe, Jauus, Fisher Tarn, or Kendal Kendal Pe 
May 19 Ord eay 20 

Orsxsuaw, Geonon Hanou., Blackburn, Chemist Black- 
burn Pet dfarch 24 Ord M May 20 

Ovrtxn, Rovewr Kvissos, jun, Lictle Neston, Ches, Grose 
Birkenhead Pet May 16 Ord May 18 

Bane, Greonae Wittsian, Weary. Yorks, Farme 

Pe 

‘aketield Pet March 23 Orc y i High 


Rongeece, ALyien Aad Anh, cecmenaeth 
1 Or y lv 
—_ NOCH a + pm Wolverhampton ' 
May 12 Ord May 1 


——ee 
and addresses, and i of their debts 
William Jefferies, 164, Gresham House, Old Broad st ws 
Parent Lerrer anp Examet Co, ‘Luarep (iN Liqurpatiox)-Creditors 
or before aoe. 1, to send their names and 
claims, to Herbert Jackson, 53, Coleman st. EF. & H. 


SipNEY etien & Co, iaueren—Costaens are required, on or before June 23,.to send 
























































































Wnisams, J 
Pontypri 

Wiuams, 
Swansea 

Wotvemar, 
Grimsby 


Anpen, Feet 
Merchant 


fadeley 
erchant 
d Pet 
Builder 
‘ingston 
rt Pet 


VitLian 
sterfleld 


Preston 
ictualler 

Wor- 
Pet May 
ke Dock 
Pet May 
t May 2 
Lerchsnt 
Grocer 
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sor.’ Sarr, Tuomas, Samy mt Dorset, Ironmonger Salisbury 
20 


bac Ae a ec Bradford, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet 
y i 

Rasmg Tomas, Gait, Picture Frame Maker Carlisle 
Pet May5 Ord May 

Warrerock, Taomas, Foliestone, Folkestone Canterbury 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Wooter, Joun, and Epwarp Percivat Woourr, Dews- 
bury, — Corn Millers Dewsbury Pet May 1 
Ord May 20 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of May 12: 


BosworTH, Geonge Romugo, Worcester, Fish Dealer Wor- 
cester Pet May8 Ord May8 
pecs betherden ANNULLED. 
McAut. Gitpert, Ross, Hereford, Schoolmaster 
Adjud March 9, 1893 Annul May 18, 1896 
Bint, Joun Fraycis, Sittingbourne, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Rochester Adjud March 14, 1896 Annul 
May 12 
London Gazette.—Turspar, May 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Argtxsox, Grorcr Kiivincton, Gt ee Confectioner 
Gt Grimsby PetMay19 Ord May 19 

Barry, Frank, Leicester, Leather Merchant Leicester 
Pet May7 Ord May 21 

Baaiy, —_ Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet May 21 Ord 
Ma: 


Poole 


Bowe: W. WituraM Hewry, Bournemouth, Provision Dealer 
Poole Pet May 21 Ord Ma: 

Cuapwick, Wii11am, Norwich, Cigar Merchant Norwich 
Pet May9 Ord May 22 

Exwricut, Jouy, Bristal, Stevedore Bristol Pet May 21 
Ord May 21 

Foutstox, Joun, Stratford pl, Oxford st High Court 
Pet Feb 15 Ord May 22 

Graves, Ricwarp, Flimby, Cumbrid, Cane Proprietor 
Workington Pet May 20 Ord May 

Haion, Cuartes WILLIAM, inoue “Rotts, Solicitor 
Nottingham Pet April24 Ord May 

Hawkins, Frepericx Joun, Cyntwell, nr “Cardift, Builder 
Pontypridd Pet May19 Ord May 19 

Hayyes, mE Stanwell Kingston, Surrey Pet May 


22 Ord May 
Howrer, Graeme, Manchester Manchester Pet May 6 
Pontypridd Pet 


Ord May 21 

Joxgs, Georce, Mardy, Glam, Grocer 
May 19 Ord May 19 

Joxes, Joun Humpurey, Carnarvonshire 
Labourer Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Lusty, ARTHUR Ron Man — Glos, Mason Gloucester 
Pet May 22 Ord M 

> GrorGe, Bexhill, A Builder Hastings Pet 

Plymouth 


Llanrug, 


a 4 21 Ord May 21 

Paix, Freperick Grorae, pout, Butcher 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Pearson, Marx ALPH - “" — Mimms, Builder Barnet 
Pet May 21 Ord M 

Ravpen, CHARLEs, Sheffield. Pattern Card Manufacturer 
Sheffield Pet May6 Ord May 21 

Ricuanps, Davin Hopxryx, Merthyr Tydfi!, Commiasion 
Agent Merthyr Tydfil Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Toryer, Cuarces Frepericx, Wigan, Lancs, Clothier 
Wigan Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Wriiams, Jenxix, Trealaw, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Pontypridd Ord Mav 16 

Witiams, Witiram Tucker, Swansea, 
Swansea Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Woupemar, Freprrick, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 21 Ord May 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anpex, Farpertck Victor, Crumpsall, Manchester, Oil 
Merchant June 12 at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 

Asnonort, Jesse Houtanp, Manchester June 5 at 2.30 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Bassizy, Groror Henry, Bosham, Sussex, Poultry Dealer 
June 3at3 Dolphin House, Chichester 
DsHaw, Groner, Leicester, Labourer JuneSat3 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

aw Cuirrorp, Wigan, Lancs, Comedian June 2 at 

Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Stonemason 





Catt, Bensamrn, Rage Bante, Licensed Victualler 
June3at 3 Off Rec. 

—_ a Dace Onaid, Wine Merchant June 
4at 3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Davies, Baie Ourver, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
he p at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


mont CuristorHer, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Stationer 
June 4 at 11.30° 24, ilway app, London ridge 

Exwortuy, TxHomas, Weymouth, Baker June 3 at 12.30 
Off Rec, bury 


Enweaieut, Jonn, Bristol, Stevedore June 10at12.30 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Goppen, Eowarv, Svuth Darenth, Kent, Miller June 8 


at 12.15 115, High st, 

Hatt, Josepn, Streatham hill, Brixton, Chemist June 3 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hi hill, [es A 

Heatey, Atreep, Horncastle , Brewer une 5 at 

Ree, 31, Silver st, 5 

Hime, CHarves FReperick, Hackney, Patentee June 2 at 
12 Bankruptcy bl st 

Hopxixs, Watrer 8, 
Bankruptcy lp 

Lawrence, CHaRgLes Freperiock, Bayswater, Clerk June 
3 at 11 Ae Brighton bldgs, Carey st 

ae Tuomas, Bri mq a Soichant June 4 at 10.30 

ton 


Rec, 4, Pa 
Nicotarpes, Lity Sten, St Poe 7 aoa , 


June3 at 2.30 Bankru’ on Aap, Sharp : ty ll on 
une 4 @ Rec, 


31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

so Frep pernees, eg , Saeiier 

t 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Lei 

Reman. ALFRED "Epwarp, So heen Furniture 
Dealer June3at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Benen, PD, domiciled in England Juné3at230 Bank- 
bldgs, Carey st 

1LL1aAM Symons, Leicester, Draper June 4 at 12.30 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
var Grorcr, Kew gdns, Builder June 3 at1 Off 
Ree, Salisbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ar«insoy, Gzorce Kiivixorox, Gt a al Confectioner 
GtGrimsby Pet ~~ Ord Ma: 

Bray, Tom, Swansea, Draper nn Sel Pet May 21 

rd May 21 
Davies, Tuomas Octver, Bristol, Licensed Victualler | 
l Pet Mayis Ord May zi 

Day, CurisTopHEr, sag Norwood, Stationer Croydon 
Pet May 4 Ord 

Haweins, Freperice 5 eg Cyntwell, - Cardiff, Builder 
Pontypridd Pet May 19 Ord May 
E£OBGE, Stanwell 

May 22 


pee, Hosier June 2 atil 
8 


June 3 


Saut,. 
0 


Haynes, 
Ord 

Heatey, AuFrep, — Lines, Brewer Lincoln Pet 
May 4 1 


tommy, Georee, Mardy, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet | 


9 Ord May 19 


Jones, , ne Houmeueey, Lianrug, Seepeavenn, Labourer 
Bango 


cr Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Lusty, ArtavrR Row.ayp, avley, Glos, Mason Glouc ester | 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Newrow, James Ervest, ee, Surrey, Clerk Croy- | 
don Pet Mays Ord Ma 

Pack, Frepericx Grores, Paignton, Butcher 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Forsers. the Rt Hon Witttaw Hevry, Bou, Queen's ons 

High Court Pet April9 Ord May 2 

Ricuarps, Davin Hopkix, Merthyr Ty dfil, 
Aeent Merthyr Tydfil 

Roperts, Roserr, 
May 9 Ord May 18 


Plymouth | 


Commission | 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


Seporr, Horace, The Lyric Club, Sar st, Theatical 
ay 23 
_ Bra ford Pet | 
May | 
Sroxss, Henry, Ravenscourt Park High Court Pet Feb | 
29 Ord Ma: 


Manager High Court Pet May 7 
Srewart, Davip, Bradford Manufacturer 
4 Ord May 21 


Storey, Henry, underland, Bank Manager Sunderland 
Pet April 14 Ord May 20 


Tom Cuarces Frepericx, Wigan, Lancs, Clothier | 


igan Pet May 2i Ord May 21 

WILtraMs, desu Trelaw, 4 
Pontypridd Ord May 19 

Witirams, Witiiam Tucker, 8 ea, St 
sea Pet May2i Ord May 2i 





Kingston. Sony Pet May 22 | 


y | 
Blaenau Festiniog Portmadoc Pet 


Glam, Licensed Viztualler | 


Swan- | 


Wotvemar, Faeverice, Great Grimsby, Fisherman Great 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

June 2.—Messrs. Fox & Bovusrrexp, at the Mart, at 2 
Pm. "ee and Shares (see advertisement, this week, 
Pp 

June 2.—Messrs. Humpert, Sox, & Furr, at the Mart, at 
2 oN Freehold Estates (see advertisement, this 
p. 10). 

June 3.—Messrs. Wattox & Lez, at the Mart, at 2 
3) Properties (see advertisements, this wee 4 


June 4.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Ce Bi at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Reversions, Annuities, Polici tocks, Shares, 
&c. (see advertisements, this week, p. 8). 

June 4.—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Freehold and Leasehold Premises (see advertisements, 
this week, p. 10). 

June 4.—Messrs. Stimsox & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. 
Ground Rents (see advertisement, this week, p. 10). 

—~ 5.—Messrs. Greeew & Sox, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 

aluable Freehold G d Rent, d on Property in 
the City of London (see advertisement, this week, p. 10). 











All letters intended for publication in the 
* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

| Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. 0d. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


LONDON INTER. LAWS & LL.B. 


EXAMINATIONS. 
University CorrespondenceCollege 


Specially Prepared Courses of Lessons. 


Students are pared for these Examinations by a 
| London LL.D., = was University Liaw Exhibitiover, 
and first in Honours iu Jurisprudence and 
Roman Law. 
@@ At Inter. Laws, LL.B., and LL_D., 1896, 
Nu University Correspondence College 
Students Passed, with 9 places in 
Honours and the Gold Medal a} 
LL.D. 
Pros; and full particulars may be had, post-free, 
on application to— 
Tue Sacerrary (Univ. Corr. Coll. ie Oitiee), 
32, Red Lion-squa: e, Holborn, W. 

















NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


85, CORNHILI LONDON, 5c. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





FREDERICK CHALMERS. 
EDMUND eos Doxa 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman, 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 
QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


ARCHIBALD CAMERON NORMAN, Bsq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Beg. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Bsq. 


pp on : JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Oo.). 


Manager : 


CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 


Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Bsq. 


Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF were LIMITED, 





paproved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 
hme received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
eriods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 
ee in and Sales of all descriptions. of British and Foreign Securities effected. 
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ECONOMIC LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, 
6, New Bridge Street, Blackfriars, E.C. 
FOUNDED 1823. 
Fands in Hand - £3,544, $14, 


FREEHOLD AND } LE ASEHOLD MORTGAGES. 
REVERSIONS. 
LI¥s INTERESTS. 





DEATH D UTIES. 
The Policies of the Economic, being Free from all 
Conditions and issued at Minimum Premium Rates, are 
ly suitable to provide for these Duties and to meet 
the Kieiceicaiea of family settlements. 


The Original Society—Established 1840. 
4 hae GUARANTEE SOCIETY. Fidelity 
guaranteed in all situations of Trust. 


A. MUZIO, Secretary. 
No. 19. Birchin-lane, E.C. 


GENERAL REVERSIONARY “AND | 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Luurzp, 
5, WHITEHALL, LONDON. 
Established 1836. Capital £500,000. 


This Company purchases or makes loans upon reversions, 
absolute or contingent, and life interests in possession or in 
on reversions ———aa either at 


| Uncalled Capital 





an annual interest or in consideration of redeemable deferred | 
charges. 


D. &. BUMEEED. Aatuany end Sesnctany. 
MESSRS. GIBSON & WELDON, 


Editors of “ Law Notes,” &c.) continue to prepare Students 
lor the Intermediate and Final LKxaminations of tbe 


Law Society, in Class and through the Post.—Address, Lons- | 
dale Chambers, | 


27, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
Hosoves, Baster, 1896. 
AD the Prizemen and 8 of the 10 in the Second Class read 
with Messrs. Gideon & Weldon. This makes the 18th First 
Prizeman out of the last 21 who has worked with Messrs. 


Gibson & Wadon. 





1 =e INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the “ Law Students’ Journal,” &c., &c.), 
2, -lane, London, W.C., continue to read with 
preggo im Class and Privately and through the a 
the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate 

* for the Bar Final. Particulars 
et have the use of a set of rooms and the 


y or by letter, 


library at 


22, Chancery-lane for study during the day. 
June Final and Intermediate 


Classes, and Trinity Bar 





J. HARPER SCAIFE (LL.B. Lond., 
Law Lecturer at King’s College), ‘Baryister-at-Law, 
continues to PREPARE Candidates for the Solicitors’ 
Pinal and Intermediate Examinations by his highly success- 


fal 

devised system of Memory Aids. 

FPimel.—A limited number of Pupils taken in Class for | 

this examination. Zer Zzaminctins.—Tuition by a com- 
e Course or in Chambers. Every Pupi. 


sent up for the Bar Examinations has paseed at his first 


attempt.—Por particulars, successes, and fees, address, 1 
Eiza-court, Temple. 
Bevults.— Of last DP) candidztes oent up 48 pass:d. 





“Mie. Siunie tithe apiiilad ehaiibes ai to eae | 


oat Office Times. 
DETECTIVE 
OFFICES 
(SLATER'S). -—The only acknowledged Estab- 


im the City of London ( smal and 3 for Divorce and 


Heszr = “Manager. 
1, Bastag*eall-ctreet. London, B.C. 


PS.—Sucecentul in every case wherein engaged in the | 


EE eee tree 


KAIN'S SYSTEM OF SOLICITORS’ BOOK- | 


KEEPING. 


The New rssth) 1 KAittiim madsater Treatise is now 
reaty, price (e., eed all the Avcount aad Coste Books on 
Kain’s © Coyytatst. bytem, and every iatormation relating 
thereto, may be obtain of the Owners of the Copyright, 
KAIN, BROWN, & CO., 
Cuserexes AcovertasTs axp Coots Dearreusz, 

%, CHAMCERY LANE, LOBDON, WA. 


[AW NOTES”? LENDING LIBRARY 


e System. which includes a carefully | 
Oral Twition—Solicitors’ | 


SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY 


THE STANDARD LIFE 


ASSURANCE COMPANY 


issue Policies to provide for the 


NEW ESTATE DUTIES. 


REDUCED WITHOUT PROFITS RATES. 
LIFE INTERESTS. —REVERSIONS. 


‘ -™ KING WILLIAM wt E.C. 
LONDON ; "3; PALL MALL EAS! 
EDINBURGH tmise Orrice) : 3, GEORGE : STREET. 


rat PALATINE 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lo. 


£549,803 
1,087,936 


.. £1,637,739 





Paid-up Capital & Accumulated F Funds 


Security to Policy-holders 


CHIEF OFFICE: MANCHESTER. 


LONDON OFFICES: 101, CHEAPSIDE, E.C. 
HUBERT WHITE, Manager. 


, St. James’s-street, 8.W. 
Sin EYRE MASSEY SHAW, K.C.B., 
Managing Director. 


‘LAW PARTNERSHIPS. 


GENTLEMEN SEEKING PARTNERSHIPS or 
PRACTICES 
Are invited to avail themselves of the Advantages which 
MESSRS. HOOPER & SON’S 
REGISTER OFFEBS. 
69, LUDGATE HILL. 


‘LAW PRACTICES.—SOLICITORS 


WISHING to DISPOSE of their PRACTICES can 
be introduced to 


IMMEDIATE PURCHASERS 
by applying to 
MESSRS. HOOPER & SON, 


69, LUDGATE HILL. 








for PRACTITIONERS and STUDENTS. 
Country subscribers can have books sent by Parcel Fost. | 
For information 
Taz Liseagiay, “Law Notes” Library, 
and 26, Chancery-lane, London W.S 
LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
For Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introdu-- 
tions to Gentlemen requiring above, apply to 

3. HARCOURT SMITH, 

Partnership Agent and Law Costs Draftsman. 
63, Chancery-lane. 
¥.B.— MORTGAGE SECURITIES WASTED. 


THE 


SOCIETY (LIMITED). 


LONDON: 
22, CHANCERY LANE, 
33, LAWRENCE LANE, CHEAPSIDE. 
BIRMINGHAM: 9, BENNETT'S HILL. 
MANCHESTER : 18, TIB LANE. 


FINANCE ACT, 1895. | 


The Accounts and Schedules given on the | 


Inland Revenue Affidavits being too short for 
practical use, the Society has published each 
Account and Schedule on a separate Sheet for 
annexing to the Affidavits. 

Price 1)4, each, or %. per Quire. 





The oldest, most successful, and /argest Company 
transacting Mortgage Insurance Business, 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES 
SPECIAL IN DEMNITIES 


ig aa to the HIGH COURTS of 
JUSTICE, to the PROBATE COURT, COMMIS. 
SIONERS of LUNACY, &c. 


MORTGAGES GUARANTEED BY 
THE OCEAN ACCIDENT AND CUARANTEE 
CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


who are also prepared to 
ACT AS TRUSTEES, 
Founpep 1871. y 
Subscribed Capital £263,720 
RICHARD J. PAULL, 

General Manager and See: 
Heap Orrice: 40to 44, MOORGATE ST., LONDON, EC. 
Law Courts Brancu: 51, CAREY ST., LINCOLN’S INN. 

West Enp Brac: ll, PALL MALL. 


[OXDON av. GVARANTES and ACOIDENE 
(LIMITED 


The a par ds nde Accepted by “es High Court 

SECURITY tor ELVERS, LIQUIDATORS, and ‘AD 
MINISTRATORS om and for sg in Actions wheresecurity 
is ordered A be iven, Board of Trade for 
ee der t Siete Act, &c., &e. 


ven in the apes | ae Excise, and 
ann mares eg te as i + 


8 facilities to avoid er in - aieiiedell of security 

in cery and Bankruptcy Cases. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT, 1880. 

The msibility of Employers under the Employer? 
Liability Act, 1880, and at Common Law insured against, 

Workmen’s Insurance Policies issued. 

E. G. LAUGHTON ANDERSON, Secretary, 
61, Moorgate-street, London, E.C. 





yeas — —LONDON “nd WESTMIN- 
STER LOAN and DISCOUNT COMP. 
‘Limited).—- ADVANCES made without fees in sums 
£10 to £500 on Personal Security, Deeds, Furniture, Bills Bills of 
Sale, Foreign Stocks, Bonds, Rove, = Life Policies, 
Prospectus gratis, or sent on application ffices, 
Martin’ a beg London, Ww.c.. C LS zit 


“MORTGAGE. 
SECURITIES, 


Freehold, &c., for large or small sums at rates of 
from four to five per cent. List Farr. 
First Freehold Ground-rents to pay four to five per cent. fa 
large or sma)! sums 
J. W. = 5, Cook-street, Liverpool, 


EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE Abi MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Judicial Bench, atta maar of London, &e. . 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, T 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Ge 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOW. 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND Tae 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper aa 
Higher Middle Classes suffering from the above. & 
successful results. Consulting Physician : Bir BENJA 
WAED RICHARDSON, M.D., F.R.C.P. M 
ant: Dr. J. 8T.T. CLARKE, Leicester.—For terns, 
apply, 1 Mrs. Tuxopavn, Princfpal, Tower House, 
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| TREATMENT of INESRIETY | and ABUSE of DE 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE 
8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 26 
24 to 4 Guineas, ; 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, ‘ 
¥. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.B.0.8. ( 











alg pal ets 


